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SUMMARY -- ABSTRACT 
Christianity makes its boldest claim when it speaks about a 
God who acts in time and space events in history such as in the Exo- 
dus or the resurrection of Jesus from the dead. This claim has 
always been a part of the Christian message; but since the time of 
the Enlightenment and the development of the historical -critical 
method, it has become the focal point of numerous debates among 
Christian theologians. Does God in fact work in ways which can be 
observed, detected, or experienced through the sensory perceptions 
of man? Is it conceivable that God would intervene in history by 
raising someone from the dead? 
The primary purpose of this thesis is first of all to point 
out some of the problems which the modern approach to history poses 
for Christian faith and then to set forth an alternative approach to 
the biblical message of God's unique activity in Jesus Christ which 
will be both meaningful and a challenge to modern man. Rudolf Bult- 
mann's radical application of the historical -critical method to the 
biblical writings and his resultant negative approach to miracles or 
the supernatural events recorded in Scripture has been most helpful 
in clarifying some of the major problems which face the Church in a 
secular society today. He has raised the question of the relevance 
of all such supernatural talk for modern man and has attempted to 
translate the message of the New Testament into meaningful twentieth - 
century language. Whether or not he has adequately translated the 
Church's Easter message and how well he has handled the New Testament 
traditions which confess the resurrection of Jesus will be explored 
in Part One of this thesis. 
It will be shown in Part One that Bultmann's understanding of 
the Easter message has been greatly influenced by his understanding 
of history and how this understanding has guided him to an inappro- 
priate interpretation of the Resurrection narratives. 
In Part Two of the thesis, the writer will offer an alterna- 
tive approach to history which will appreciate the uniqueness of 
God's activity in raising Jesus from the dead and also set forth 
another interpretation of the Resurrection narratives. It will be 
argued that the most appropriate way of examining the Easter faith of 
the earliest Christian community begins with an open view of history 
which does not rule out either in principle or methodology the 
uniqueness of God's activity in history. Following this, a study 
will be made of the problems of harmony and coherence in the Resur- 
rection narratives and an attempt made to clarify their message. 
Before bringing the thesis to a conclusion, a final chapter 
will be added which will briefly examine the primary arguments 
generally used to support the case for the resurrection of Jesus from 
the dead. It will be shown there that the "case" cannot be based so 
much upon "air- tight" historical arguments as upon the religious pre- 
suppositions which are derived from Christian experience with the 
Risen Christ. 
Through this study it is hoped that a more meaningful confes- 
sion of the resurrection of Jesus will be set forth which will, on 
the one hand, appreciate the value of salvation history and, on the 
other, emphasize the significance of the Easter event in the Church's 
theology. It is also hoped that through this work a contribution 
will be made toward a better understanding of the problems in the 
Resurrection narratives. 
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CHAPTER I 
INTRODUCTION 
I. THE RESURRECTION OF JESUS AND CHRISTIAN ORIGINS 
There is little doubt that the kingdom of God and its coming 
played a significant role in the disciples' understanding of the mis- 
sion of Jesus. They had anticipated the early establishment of the 
kingdom and appear to have quarreled among themselves over who would 
be the greatest in the kingdom (Mt. 18:1). Even the mother of two of 
the disciples came to Jesus seeking to persuade him to give a place 
of prominence to her sons in the coming kingdom (Mk. 10:37; Mt. 20: 
21). After the resurrection of Jesus, the disciples again posed the 
question most important in their minds, "Lord will you at this time 
restore the kingdom to Israel ?" (Acts 1:6), thereby showing their 
continued hope in the establishment of an earthly political kingdom.' 
George Ladd believes that these disciples were among those who hailed 
Jesus' entry into Jerusalem with the cry, "Blessed be the kingdom of 
our Father David that is coming" (Mk. 11:10).2 Not only did the hope 
of the kingdom occupy the minds of the disciples, but, more espe- 
cially, Jesus as the bringer or establisher of the kingdom of God 
seems to have been a dominant hope in the minds of all of his disci- 
ples. 
It is also clear that the death of Jesus shattered the disci- 
ples' hopes for the early establishment of the kingdom. When Jesus 
1See George Eldon Ladd, A Theology of the New Testament, 
Grand Rapids, 1974, pp. 315 -ff. for a more complete discussion of 
this subject. 
2Ibid., p. 316. 
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was arrested by the temple guards, his disciples forsook him and fled 
(Mk. 14:50). Although their conduct after the death of Jesus is not 
recorded in the Gospels, it is clear that they were deeply discouraged 
and filled with sadness over the death of their leader (Lk. 24:17, 
21). Luke writes that some of Jesus' acquaintances watched his death 
at a distance (23:49), but they did not identify themselves with him 
in his hour of suffering. Only in John does it appear that one of 
the disciples was present at the cross (Jn. 19:26); and there it is 
the "disciple whom he loved," the evident hero of John's passion and 
Resurrection narratives.3 None of the disciples had the courage to 
ask for the body of Jesus for burial purposes, and this was done by 
Joseph of Arimathea, a Jew whose membership in the Sanhedrin gave him 
nothing to fear either from Pilate or his colleagues (Mk. 15:43 and 
in all the Gospels).4 It should also be added that the disciples did 
not come to the tomb at first either, leaving the final respects to 
their departed master to be paid by the women. The disciples, as 
Ladd notes, were probably hiding somewhere due to fear that the same 
fate should overtake them (Jn. 20:19).5 The death of Jesus spelled 
the end of the disciples' hopes for the kingdom of God and must cer- 
tainly have led them to question the legitimacy of the one in whom 
they had placed their confidence. The cross, as Bultmann would 
agree, indeed presented them with a question which had to be 
answered.6 Bultmann correctly points to the right question which 
3It is possible that in John's gospel the "beloved disciple" 
is nothing more than the projected image of what a faithful disciple 
should be. Cf. see subsequent discussion in Chapter VI, Section 3. 
4Ladd, loc. cit. 5lbid. 
6Rudolf Bultmann, "New Testament and Mythology," Kerygma and 
Myth, ed. by Hans -Werner Bartsch, trans. by Reginald H. Fuller, New 
York, 1961, I, 38. 
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was ever so clearly raised within the disciples; however, as will be 
discussed at length subsequently, the cross itself did not, as Bult- 
mann contends, disclose the answer to the disciples.7 The cruci- 
fixion of Jesus was in fact one of the major stumbling blocks to 
faith in the earliest preaching of the Gospel as is seen in the 
statement by Paul, "Christ crucified, a stumblingblock to the 
Jews . . ." (I Cor. 1:23). The hopes of the disciples for their 
Messiah by definition involved a reigning King, and not, as Ladd 
rightly points out, ". . . a crucified criminal. "8 How could their 
confidence in Jesus be restored? 
The New Testament states that in a few short days the disci- 
ples' lives were changed, and they began to proclaim a new message in 
Jerusalem that Jesus was the Messiah and that his death, though 
brought about by man, was in the will of God (Acts 2:23 -26). They 
claimed that the one whom the Jews had crucified was the giver of 
life (Acts 3:15) and that through him God had offered the forgiveness 
of sins and the fulfillment of the Old Testament prophets (Acts 3:15- 
21).9 What was it that the New Testament writers contended to be the 
basis for the change in the disciples' lives and, indeed, in their 
message ?10 
The answer according to the New Testament is, of course, that 
God has raised up Jesus from the dead. It was because God had raised 
up Jesus from the dead that the lives of the disciples were so dra- 
7See discussion in Chapter V, Section 3, Chapter III, Section 
8Ladd, loc. cit. 9lbid. 
10This is the question of how the Proclaimer became the Pro- 
claimed as Bultmann has so ably expressed it. Cf. Rudolf Bultmann, 
Theology of the New Testament, trans. by Kendrick Grobel, London, 
1970 -1, I, 33. 
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matically changed from a group of fearful men into a band of coura- 
geous proclaimers. The resurrection of Jesus stands in a prominent 
place in the early Christian proclamation. The first recorded 
Christian sermon, as Ladd correctly notes, was a proclamation of the 
fact and significance of the resurrection of Jesus (Acts 2:14- 36) .11 
The primary function of the apostles in the earliest Christian fel- 
lowship was not one of governing, but one of witnessing to the resur- 
rection of Jesus (Acts 4:33). This can, of course, be seen first of 
all in the required qualifications for the successor of Judas; he 
must ". . . become with us a witness to his resurrection" (Acts 1:22). 
Throughout the early chapters of the Acts, the resurrection of Jesus 
is the central theme of proclamation (3:14, 15; 4:8 -12, 33; 5:30, 31; 
10:39 -41; 13:29 -33). It was because God has raised up Jesus that the 
apostles could do mighty works (4:10) and offer to Israel the gift of 
salvation (4:12). It was also this persistent witness to the resur- 
rection of Jesus that initiated the first official opposition from 
the religious leaders in Jerusalem against the earliest Christian 
community (4:1, 2; 5:31, 32). The basic theme or message of the 
earliest Christians and that which they claimed to be the reason for 
their very existence was clearly the resurrection of Jesus from the 
dead. Again Ladd is right when he says: 
In short, the earliest Christianity did not consist of a new 
doctrine about God nor of a new hope of immortality nor even of 
new theological insights about the nature of salvation. It con- 
sisted of the recital of a great event, of a mighty act of God: 
the raising of Christ from the dead. Any new theological empha- 
ses are the inevitable meanings of this red mptive Act of God in 
raising the crucified Jesus from the dead.' 
Perhaps the classic expression of the early Christian church's 
11Ladd, ça. cit., p. 317. 12Ibid. 
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belief in the resurrection of Jesus is that of W. D. MacKenzie. He 
writes: 
It is universally admitted that the inchoate community left by 
Jesus at His crucifixion had no basis in their brief intercourse 
with Jesus for continuance as a community. They were not orga- 
nized for political action. Nor was their religious experience 
definite and strong enough to give them a distinct consciousness 
or place within the system of the Jewish Church. Their later 
conduct towards a universal gospel proves this. As an experience 
it was, as we have seen, real, but bound up with and dependent 
upon the presence of Jesus with them, and unreleased from Jewish 
bonds. When He lay dead their faith was ready to die. . . . The 
grief which all the Gospels depict, the story of Thomas, the 
moral perplexity of Peter, the evident preparation for a perma- 
nent burial, combine to illustrate a situation which the whole 
history of human experience would compel us to expect as the only 
natural one. Moreover, there was a particular religious view of 
the situation which must have stained even the inevitable despair 
with shame and dismay. For an ancient law which was perfectly 
familiar to them, and which, indeed made a crucifixion a matter 
of peculiar horror to the Jewish imagination, asserted that a man 
who was executed, or exposed in death, on a cross was proved by 
that very event to have been accursed of God (Dt. 21:23; Acts 
5:30 -ff., Gal. 3:13, cf. I Co. 1:23 "a Messiah crucified! "). 
These facts are named here not for an apologetic purpose, but to 
account for the fact that practically all scholars, from Strauss 
onward, have held that the Christian Church could have risen only 
when the disciples came to have the Resurrection faith.13 
Again MacKenzie writes, " . . it was this sudden conviction 
that God had raised Jesus from the dead that thrilled the despairing 
disciples with new life. "14 
From the above discussion several generally accepted facts 
may be pointed out. First of all, Jesus died. Secondly, his disci- 
ples lost their faith or confidence in him, the one who would estab- 
lish the kingdom, and were greatly discouraged. Thirdly, within a 
relatively short period of time the disciples regained their faith 
and confidence in Jesus as the bringer of salvation, the Messiah. 
And finally, the Christian Church grew as a result of the disciples' 
13W. D. MacKenzie, "Jesus Christ," Encyclopaedia of Religion 
and Ethics, ed. by James Hastings, Edinburgh, 1914, VII, 523 -4. 
14Ibid. 
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preaching about the resurrection of Jesus and the significance of 
this for forgiveness and salvation. A greatly disputed fifth fact, 
which will be discussed in detail later, is the report of the empty 
tomb following Jesus' resurrection from the dead. 
All of the above facts are congruous with the early Christian 
proclamation that God had raised up Jesus from the dead, but what of 
the event itself? What in fact happened in the resurrection of 
Jesus? To be sure, a final answer is not possible since the New 
Testament does not record any eyewitness testimony to the resurrec- 
tion itself, only to the post- resurrection appearances. 
The question of what happened in the resurrection of Jesus is 
two -fold: First, there is the historical problem regarding the 
supernatural character of the event in question. Is it historically 
credible to confess that Jesus of Nazareth, who was crucified on a 
cross some two thousand years ago, is now alive because he has been 
raised from the dead? Secondly, there is also an exegetical question 
involving what it was in fact that happened according to the New 
Testament in the resurrection of Jesus. It is a well -known fact that 
there are numerous discrepancies in the Resurrection narratives which 
have long defied harmonization. Among them one might ask, how was 
Jesus raised from the dead? How shall his appearances be understood? 
To whom did he first appear and where? These and others are all very 
important questions which evade simple explanations. Indeed, pre - 
cisely what it was that happened in the resurrection of Jesus is no 
more clear to Christian faith than it is to the historian since the 
Resurrection narratives are not clear on the matter. 
Any explanation of these questions will necessarily involve 
an examination of the meaning and method of history as it relates to 
Christian faith, as well as a careful look at the Easter traditions 
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themselves, in order to determine what the biblical writers were try- 
ing to say. In the following chapters of this thesis, the writer 
will explore these questions both in Bultmann's theology and in an 
alternate approach in order to set forth a more meaningful answer to 
the questions which the resurrection of Jesus pose for Christian 
faith today. No attempt will be made to prove the resurrection of 
Jesus, as if that were possible, or yet to reconstruct all of the 
events described in the Easter narratives. This writer will simply 
try to describe the relation between historical thinking and Chris- 
tian faith and, in light of this, set forth a meaningful way of con- 
fessing the Easter event. After this an examination of the Easter 
traditions will be made for the purpose of trying to establish what 
it was that the New Testament says happened in the resurrection of 
Jesus. Did the resurrection of Jesus really occur and, if so, in 
what sense should it be understood? It will be shown that Bultmann's 
answers to these questions are radically different from those offered 
by traditional orthodox Christianity. 
The earliest Christians confessed that "Christ died for our 
sins according to the Scriptures, and that he was buried, and that he 
was raised the third day according to the Scriptures, and that he was 
seen /or 'appeared'/ . . ." (I Cor. 15:3 -5). Further, as will be 
argued subsequently, they professed faith in a God who has revealed 
himself to man through his redemptive "Acts" in Jesus Christ for the 
salvation of mankind. In the following chapters an attempt will be 
made to show two very distinct ways of making God's activity in Jesus 
Christ relevant and meaningful to modern man. The first of these two 
approaches is the one held by Rudolf Bultmann which is essentially an 
attempt to redefine the message of the New Testament in existential 
categories. Before any discussion of this procedure and the alterna- 
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tive to it, however, some rationale should be given for having chosen 
to focus upon Bultmann's admittedly rather limited treatment of the 
resurrection of Jesus. 
II. AN INTRODUCTION TO BULTMANN'S APPROACH TO EASTER 
Although it is quite common among New Testament scholars today 
to speak about a "post -Bultmannian era," no one would be so quick as 
to say that the final word about Rudolf Bultmann has been written or 
that his influence upon New Testament theology has ceased.15 To be 
sure, it is difficult to understand how any scholar who seriously 
attempts to wrestle with the many problems of New Testament research 
could fail to come to grips with the questions and issues raised by 
Professor Bultmann. His attempt to make Christianity relevant for 
modern man has caused no end of controversy and heated debate among 
theologians, especially because of the radical results of his criti- 
cal examination of the New Testament and his re- interpretation of the 
New Testament kerygma with the aid of existential philosophy. 
Because of his "existential- historical" approach to theology, 
Bultmann has been properly called an "existential theologian." His 
approach is based on the fact that man is the central element of 
history and that man cannot view history from the outside or "objec- 
tively" because he is very much a part of the historical process.16 
15Charles 
W. Kegley has included in the book he has edited on 
Bultmann's theology an autobiography by Professor Bultmann which is 
highly informative for an understanding of the development in his 
theology from his early days of study at Tubingen until the present. 
Cf. Charles W. Kegley, ed., "Autobiographical Reflections of Rudolf 
Bultmann," The Theology of Rudolf Bultmann, London, 1966, pp. xix- 
xv. .
16Rudolf 
Bultmann, History and Eschatology, Edinburgh, 1957, 
p. 138. 
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For Bultmann, the meaning of history is not found in the reconstruc- 
tion of past events, but in the personal history of each man which 
unfolds in and through responsible decisions. As a result of this, 
the historian must place the question of human existence as primary, 
finding meaning in the personal and present dimensions.17 When this 
approach is used in theology, however, several problems arise (as 
will be shown in the next chapter) not the least of which is the sub- 
ject of theology, i.e., is the central figure of theology God or man 
and his existence? How adequate is the study of human existence for 
an understanding of God? As will be shown, the weakness of this 
approach is found especially in the study of the resurrection of 
Jesus. 
Together with Karl Barth, Paul Tillich and Friedrich Gogarten, 
Rudolf Bultmann is also known as a "dialectical" theologian. What- 
ever else may be said about this term, it is important to Bultmann 
when he accepts this designation that it does not refer to a theolog- 
ical system that can be deduced from a dogmatic principle.18 Dialec- 
tical theology is not a method of investigation, but a specific way 
of speaking historically about God in which the concept of truth is 
not based on true statements, but on the concept of reality. Bult- 
mann explains that a theological statement is not true because it 
can be held to be timelessly valid, but it is true only ". . . when 
it gives the answer to the question posed by the concrete situation 
in time to which the sentence itself belongs when it is being spo- 
17Norman J. Young, History and Existential Theology, London, 
1969, p. 16. 
18Rudolf Bultmann, Faith and Understanding, ed. by Robert W. 
Funk, trans. by Louise Pettibone Smith, London, 1969, p. 145. 
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ken. "19 He illustrates this by saying that knowledge of God's grace 
is not knowledge of a timeless truth of the past, but of a specific 
acceptance of God's gracious act which is gained by the intimate 
relationship between God and man in a given historical situation.20 
For Bultmann, dialectical theology provides an insight into the his- 
torical nature of man's being, namely, the historical nature of his 
speaking about God. 
The dialectical theologian, therefore, is interested in the 
historical nature of man and in his speaking about God. When this 
principle is applied to the New Testament, the theologian is concerned 
with the exercise of historical understanding and the possibilities 
opened up by history for human existence. The significance of this 
principle according to Bultmann: 
. . . does not consist in definite theological propositions 
presented to the investigator either for criticism or as the 
basis for exegesis. The insight into the dialectic of man's 
existence, that is, into the historical nature of man and of his 
statements, opens to the investigator a new road which is not a 
substitute for the old historical method, but which deepens it.21 
The insight of dialectical theology, then, is its understanding of 
the historical nature of man's existence. 
As the name suggests, dialectical theology also points to the 
belief that one cannot characterize God in some simple formula, but 
that He must be spoken of paradoxically by balancing each affirmation 
with a corresponding negation. Bultmann says that this involves a 
setting of two partial truths against each other and the combining of 
them so that it may be possible to grasp an underlining principle.22 
This aspect of dialectical theology is especially important to Bult- 
19lbid., p. 147. 20lbid., p. 148. 
21Ibid., p. 163. 22Ibid., p. 146. 
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mann and is an integral part of his procedure which further leads him 
to deny the dependence of faith upon certain theological statements 
acknowledged to be true. 
Much of the current debate centering upon Bultmann's labors 
has been directly related to his view of history. Some scholars con- 
tend that most of Bultmann's theological contributions are a direct 
result of his view of history, especially his application of the his- 
torical method to Scripture.23 That Bultmann accepts and employs the 
historical- critical method (and its basic assumptions) is not sur- 
prising to anyone today, but how he has broadened or "deepened "24 
this view of history with his existential approach to the New Testa- 
ment has been the source of considerable confusion, especially among 
his critics. Bultmann's application of the historical -critical 
method to the New Testament, together with his existential hermeneu- 
tic of human self- understanding, have set him on a course of one of 
the most radical re- interpretations of the New Testament in modern 
times which continues to demand careful consideration on the part of 
serious students of theology. Although Bultmann does not believe 
that the historical method can bring one to the shores of ultimate 
reality (God) through a critical or historical substantiation of the 
Christian proclamation, or that its conclusions are of major or even 
of significant concern to Christian faith, his whole theological 
approach is strongly influenced by it. Bultmann's theological pro- 
cedure is vitally interested in history --a fact which surely must be 
granted by all, but what he means by history and how he employs it in 
23Young, óp. cit., p. 154; Ian Henderson, Rudolf Bultmann, 
London, 1968, p. 36. 
24Bultmann, loc. cit. 
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his theological endeavors has brought forth strong negative reaction 
from his critics especially regarding the resurrection of Jesus. 
Because Bultmann's understanding of history and philosophy are 
so closely connected with his whole theological method, it is very 
difficult to isolate any one part of his theology from his total 
theological procedure and still do justice to it. In this case, it 
is necessary to examine Bultmann's historical understanding before 
one can comprehend the role of Easter faith in his theological 
method. An understanding of his theological procedure in turn points 
to the logic of his interpretation of the resurrection of Jesus. 
Indeed, apart from some understanding of Bultmann's theological 
method with its existential -historical emphasis, it is not possible 
to discern fully the reasoning behind his well -known statement, "An 
historical fact which involves a resurrection from the dead is 
utterly inconceivable! "25 
Bultmann's comments on the resurrection of Jesus, although 
rather small in comparison to some of his major labors,26 have been 
highly significant especially because of his focus upon the existen- 
tial implications of Easter and because of the reactions among cri- 
tical scholars to his attitude toward the unique activity of God in 
history. Although his writings on the resurrection of Jesus and the 
Resurrection narratives are quite limited, it is interesting that 
very few of the authors of some of the best exegetical and historical 
examinations of Christian origins have omitted discussing Bultmann's 
25Rudolf Bultmann, "New Testament and Mythology," óp. cit., 
p. 39. See Chapter II where Bultmann's understanding of history is 
discussed. 
26E.g., History of the Synoptic Tradition, Theology of the 
New Testament, The Gospel of John. 
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interpretation of the Easter event.27 Bultmann's ability to focus 
upon the major questions and issues of Christian faith -- however he 
may have tried to answer those questions --is to a large extent the 
reason for his continued influence in New Testament studies today. 
It is also because of his having focused upon some of the most impor- 
tant issues of Easter faith and his influence in this field of study 
that this writer has chosen not only to examine and critique Bult- 
mann's understanding of the Resurrection, but also to use it as the 
basis and "spring board" for an alternate approach to the Easter tra- 
ditions. 
The resurrection of Jesus is a highly complicated issue, not 
to mention a vitally significant issue in Christian theology. A 
correct understanding of it will involve the best historical, philo- 
sophical, and exegetical labors of the theologian. More than any 
other theologian of the twentieth century, Bultmann has brought to 
the biblical text in himself a rare combination of historian, philo- 
sopher, and exegete. All of these Bultmanns converge at the resur- 
rection of Jesus; and although his labors here have provoked a great 
amount of criticism from his contemporaries, his interpretation of 
the resurrection of Jesus forces into the open some of the most 
important questions of Christian faith. 
III. THE PURPOSE AND PLAN OF THE THESIS 
The primary purpose of this thesis is to point out some of 
27E.j., Willi Marxsen, "The Resurrection of Jesus as a His- 
torical and Theological Problem," The Significance of the Message of 
the Resurrection for Faith in Jesus Christ, ed. by C. F. D. Moule, 
trans. by Dorothea M. Barton and R. A. Wilson, London, 1968, p. 18; 
C. F. Evans, Resurrection and the New Testament, London, 1970, pp. 
71, 79, 119 -ff; Hugh Anderson, Jesus and Christian Origins, New York, 
1964, pp. 205-11; R. H. Fuller, Formation of the Resurrection Narra- 
tives, London, 1972, pp. 1 -ff. 
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the major problems which history poses for Christian faith, and these 
problems are seen most clearly through a study of the resurrection of 
Jesus in current critical theology. Bultmann's radical application 
of the historical method to the biblical writings and his resultant 
negative approach to miracles have been most helpful in clarifying 
some of the major issues involved in contemporary New Testament stud- 
ies. The most important of the miracles in the New Testament is of 
course the resurrection of Jesus from the dead (I Cor. 15:12 -20), and 
it is especially here that the case for God's unique activity in his- 
tory is most crucial for Christian faith (e.g., Rom. 4:25, 10:9 -10). 
Bultmann has rightly raised the question of the relevance of all such 
talk for modern man, and he has diligently sought to translate the 
message of the New Testament into meaningful twentieth -century lan- 
guage. Whether or not he has correctly translated its message or 
adequately handled its varied sources is a question which will be 
explored in the following chapters of this thesis. 
Although Bultmann's negative approach to the miracles of the 
New Testament is well known to most scholars, the basis for his 
rejection and /or reinterpretation of them is much more complicated 
than is commonly acknowledged. Why does he reject the resurrection 
of Jesus from the dead as an event of history? Again, and even more 
importantly, how can Bultmann continue to speak in a meaningful way 
of the existential benefits of Easter faith when he rejects the New 
Testament understanding of the Easter event? Bultmann's answers to 
these and other important questions will provide the basis and 
direction for Part One of this thesis as well as the occasion for 
another approach to the Easter event in the New Testament in Part 
Two. 
Chapter Two will focus upon Bultmann's understanding of his- 
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tory and myth; and although it is essentially a recital of Bultmann's . 
position rather than a critical analysis of it, the information here 
will provide the basis for understanding Bultmann's approach to the 
resurrection of Jesus in Chapter Three. It will become clear in 
Chapter Three how his historical hermeneutical assumptions have 
affected not only his interpretation of the Easter traditions, but 
also his relative lack of concern for them as well. 
In Chapter Three a number of important questions will be 
raised which will not only point to the major weaknesses in Bult- 
mann's approach, but will also indicate his major contributions to 
the understanding of Easter faith and the basis for his rather nega- 
tive approach to the Resurrection narratives. 
In Chapter Four the question will be raised regarding the 
relationship of Bultmann's understanding of Easter to the Easter tra- 
ditions themselves. This chapter will also attempt to describe the 
basic message of each of the narratives together with their corporate 
understanding of the origins of Easter faith. which Bultmann believes 
is obscure in the narratives. This analysis will also provide a 
basis for the subsequent discussion of the problems in the Resurrec- 
tion narratives in Chapters Six and Seven. 
Part Two of this thesis will begin in Chapter Five with a dis- 
cussion of the historical method and the áffects of its application 
to the Easter story. The last section of that chapter will offer an 
alternate way of viewing the resurrection of Jesus which is a com- 
bined historical and theological approach to the Easter proclamation. 
In Chapters Six and Seven an attempt will be made to wrestle with the 
problems in the Resurrection narratives for the purpose of trying to 
discover what it was that the New Testament says happened in the 
resurrection of Jesus. Although there are many questions which can 
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not be answered in this regard, certain rather clear conclusions can 
be argued quite strongly. 
Before bringing the thesis to a conclusion, a final chapter 
will be added which will briefly examine the primary arguments which 
are generally used to support the case for the resurrection of Jesus 
from the dead. It will be argued there that the "case" cannot be 
based upon "air- tight" historical arguments so much as upon the 
religious presuppositions which are derived from Christian experience 
with the Risen Christ. 
It is this writer's aim that through the following study a 
more meaningful confession of the resurrection of Jesus will be set 
forth which will, on the one hand, appreciate the value of salvation 
history and, on the other, emphasize the significance of the Easter 
event in the Church's theology. It is also hoped that through this 
work a contribution will be made toward a better understanding of 
the problems in the Resurrection narratives. 
PART ONE 
BULTMANN'S EXISTENTIAL -HISTORICAL APPROACH TO THE EASTER EVENT 
CHAPTER II 
BULTMANN'S UNDERSTANDING OF HISTORY AND MYTH 
An exhaustive discussion of Bultmann's understanding of his- 
tory will not be undertaken here. Because of the primary interests 
of this thesis, only those areas of Bultmann's historical understand - 
ing which help to clarify his theological method and its relation to 
his interpretation of the resurrection of Jesus will receive atten- 
tion here. 
I. NATURE AND HISTORY 
For Bultmann it is important to maintain the distinction 
between "nature" and "history" and between the functions and 
interests of the natural scientist and the historian. "Nature" is 
investigated primarily for the purpose of discovering its origin, 
functions, and /or laws which govern it. Nature is viewed objectively 
by the scientist from an "outisde" perspective, that is, one which 
does not involve the scientist emotionally or personally with the 
object of his investigation. Although man can be studied as a part 
of nature from an objective perspective in so far as he can be 
examined biologically,1 e.g., the physiological functions of his 
body, etc., the historian studies only man's actions which are 
determined by his decisions rather than by natural laws or necessity. 
Besides the activity itself, the historian considers the thought pro- 
cesses of the person performing the action and not necessarily the 
bodily functions of the person unless they constitute a decisive 
1Rudolf Bultmann, "New Testament and Mythology," Kerygma and 
Myth, ed. by Hans Werner Bartsch., trans. by Reginald H. Fuller, New 
York, 1961, I, 6 -7. 
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factor in that person's activity, e.a., in the sense that an illness 
might affect one's actions or decisions. The historian is only 
interested in human activity unless there are certain natural phenom- 
ena which affect man's activity such as an earthquake, a very cold 
winter, etc. Because he himself is involved in the process of his- 
tory and because he himself is a man, the historian can only investi- 
gate history from within the process of human activity and never from 
some "objective" point outside the sphere of his work. He cannot 
extricate himself from history because he is always involved in its 
process, and it therefore follows that the historian practices a 
"subjective" method of investigation.2 Bultmann explains the dis- 
tinction between nature and history as follows: 
Man, if he rightly understands himself, differentiates himself 
from nature. When he observes nature, he perceives there some- 
thing objective which is not himself. When he turns his atten- 
tion to history, however, he must admit himself to be a part of 
history; he is considering a living complex of events in which he 
is essentially involved. . . . Hence there cannot be an impar- 
tial observation of history in the same sense that there can be 
an impersonal observation of nature.3 
Bultmann's objection to the confusion between history and 
nature goes back to his rejection of old liberalism which he believed 
degraded its theology into pantheism.4 Liberal theology held that 
the revelation of God could be perceived within the nexus of intra- 
worldly relations. Christianity was also capable of being explained 
within this nexus in accordance with the development of social psy- 
chology (Pfleiderer and Troeltsch5) or in other ways which are in 
2Rudolf Bultmann, Jesus, Tubingen, 1964, pp. 7 -9. 
3lbid., quoted by Norman J. Young, History and Existential 
Theology, London, 1969, pp. 18 -9. 
4Rudolf Bultmann, Faith and Understanding, ed. by Robert W. 
Funk, trans. by Louise Pettibone Smith, London, 1966, p. 32. 
5lbid. 
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harmony with_ the natural development of man. All spiritual "forces" 
operative in man were to be explained in intra- mundane categories of 
thought. God and /or the consciousness of God in man was to be 
explained in terms of natural phenomena thereby opening up the way 
for a pantheistic theology. This pantheism in liberal theology was 
based on the similarity between nature and history, that is, the con- 
cepts which are valid for nature are accepted as equally valid for 
history. Man could therefore be studied objectively as another 
object of nature rather than from the categories which are drawn from 
man as the subject of history.6 Bultmann accepts the fact that man 
can be studied as an object of nature, but this method of examination 
is inadequate because it does not take into account man's freedom, 
his self- understanding, or his decisions in concrete situations. A 
"natural" investigation of man does not take these elements into con- 
sideration, but it is these elements which distinguish man from an 
object of nature and make him an historical being.7 Bultmann argued 
against this so- called pantheistic theology because it sought a 
direct knowledge of God from nature thereby viewing God as an 
"entity," as an object of the kind to which the relationship of 
direct knowledge is possible.8 By demonstrating the interrelated- 
ness of historical phenomena, liberal theology claimed that it had 
attained to the comprehension of divine powers. This was emphasized 
by Ritschl who was convinced that history as known through scientific 
research has a positive value for faith.9 Bultmann rejected 
6lbid. 
7Cf. Charles W. Kegley, ed., The Theology of Rudolf Bultmann, 
London, 1966, p. 267. 
8Bultmann, óp. cit., p. 33. 9lbid., pp. 34 -6. 
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Ritschlian theology because among other reasons he could not accept 
that God was an entity given In history. There were no scientific 
laws which could demonstrate God's love and forgiveness. He argued: 
I cannot prove from history that more is present than phenom- 
ena of this world; I cannot prove that love and forgiveness are 
here revealed objectively as acts of God and as acts which affect 
me.10 
By accepting a similarity between nature and history, liberal 
theology, ` according to Bultmann, disolved God into nature. Theology 
was then reduced to timeless truths self -evident in the historical 
process, and Jesus merely became ". . . the symbol and bearer of all 
religious and ethical goods and verities. "11 Thus was the "stumbling 
block" of Christianity removed and consequently the significance of 
faith itself. Bultmann has consistently rejected this theology which 
reduced the essence of Christianity to a list of timeless truths and 
ideals of possible human conduct.12 
Bultmann argues for a distinction between nature and history 
because in any science an understanding is determined by its object, 
and there are no categories in nature which can either fully under- 
stand human existence or disclose God. Bultmann argued that man is a 
historical and self determining being. Unlike the beings of nature, 
man is not placed in the causal continuum of natural processes, but 
must himself assume responsibility for his being.13 Such attempts to 
assimilate history to nature not only misunderstand human being, but 
10lbid., p. 38. 11Ibid., pp. 38 -9. 
12Rudolf Bultmann, "General Truths and Christian Proclama- 
tion," History and Hermeneutic, Wolfhart Pannenberg, et. al., Vol. 4 
of Journal for Theology and the Church, ed. by Robert W. Funk, New 
York, 1967, pp. 153 -7. 
13Rudolf Bultmann, "On the Problem of Demythologizing," New 
Testament Issues, ed. by Richard Batey, London, 1970, p. 37. 
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they also remove the "stumbling- block" of Christianity and the 
essence of Christian faith. Bultmann believes that the understanding 
of God in liberal theology is not really a theology at all, but a 
system of thinking that ceases to talk about God and deals only with 
man and human consciousness.14 
II. HISTORIE AND GESCHICHTE 
As indicated above, Bultmann is willing to admit that man can 
be studied scientifically as a part of nature. He is also willing to 
admit that history, because it has to do with the life of man, can be 
approached objectively with the same critical tools which are appro- 
priate to nature.15 Also, though human decisions are not determined 
by causal necessity, they are still connected by the sequence of 
cause and effect. No event, no act of the will, and no decision is 
without a cause; but each is immersed in a series of cause and effect 
events.16 He believes that the science of history can examine the 
concrete situations of past history and present them in an "objecti- 
fying" manner through the historical method; however, the historical 
method cannot describe the significance or meaning of an event. It 
can only know the simple facts of an event, i.e., wie es eigentlich 
14Rudolf Bultmann, Faith and Understanding, op. cit., p. 37. 
It is interesting to note in passing that this has been one of the 
frequent criticisms raised against Bultmann (cf. William Hordern, 
Introduction to Theology, Vol, I of New Directions in Theology Today, 
ed. by WilliamHordern, London, 1968, p. 34); but, as will be shown 
in another section, this is really a misunderstanding of him. 
15Young, off. cit., p. 20. 
16Bultmann, "On the Problem of Demythologizing," ój. cit., 
pp. 36 -8. 
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gewesen ist.17 
This limitation of the historical method led Bultmann to speak 
about two kinds of reality in history. First, there is the reality 
of the world which is represented in objectifying vision based upon a 
phenomenological analysis and discovered through verifiable sense - 
experience. However, the reality spoken of here is one in kind, not 
completeness.18 The other kind of reality of which Bultmann is aware 
is that in which historical reality is distinguished from the reality 
discovered through the natural sciences. Man is viewed as one whose 
being is historical and different in principle from the being of 
nature which is perceived through objectifying vision, i.e., through 
scientific critical research. Man exists in a different way from 
plants and animals, and he must therefore be described in distinc- 
tively human terms. History described in human terms is the field of 
human decision and the field of possibilities for human understanding. 
Historical reality in this sense is interested in man's understanding 
of existence concretely at work in history.19 Man is seen to live 
either "authentically" or "inauthentically" (i.e., indecision about 
the present), and the possibility of living authentically or inau- 
thentically belongs to historicity or the specific location of human 
activity.20 "Authentic human being" is an existence in which man 
takes over himself and is responsible for himself being open for the 
future and a free person in the concrete present. "Inauthentic human 
17Ibid. 
18lbid., pp. 35 -6. That critical research could examine or 
verify all objective reality is often termed the "verificationist 
legacy" and is rejected by many scholars today. For a detailed dis- 
cussion of this subject, see Terence Penelhum, Problems of Religious 
Knowledge, London, 1971, pp. 66 -86. 
19Bultmann, óp. cit., p. 37. 20Ibid. 
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being" is a decisionless existence21 in which one relies on the 
causal forces of nature to determine his existence for him.22 
It must be kept in mind here that even though Bultmann speaks 
of two kinds of realities, he does not separate them. A "histori- 
cal" event of human understanding is not separate from the "objec- 
tive" reality of the past. They are simply two parts of one whole, 
and they are not mutually contradictory. An existentialist interpre- 
tation of historical reality, or human self -understanding, is an 
absurdity if it is not grounded in objective historical events of the 
past. The possibilities of human self- understanding of the present 
and for the future are opened up by the past. Responsible decisions, 
therefore, always take place in the body which is always found in a 
concrete historical situation.23 Because of this, an existentialist 
interpretation of history always has need of an objectifying view of 
the historical past. Possibilities for authentic existence become 
real possibilities only if they are derived from the past.24 
Bultmann was not the first to speak about two kinds of his- 
torical reality. Martin Kähler saw that historical facts do not 
reveal their significance or meaning; they must be interpreted. 
Kähler was the first theologian who distinguished between these two 
facets of history. He called the task of reconstruction of the his- 
torical past "Historie," and he called the interpretation or signifi- 
21 "Inauthentic being" is also the result of making the "wrong" 
decisions about one's existence and therefore resulting in the mis- 
appropriation of the possibilities of authentic being in the future. 
By failing to decide, the results are essentially the same as deci- 
ding wrongfully. Man is responsible for his own existence and must 
therefore decide from the past on the possibilities of human existence 
which lie in the future. This will be discussed more in the following 
section. 
22Bultmann, 
p_p_. cit., pp. 37-8. 23Ibid., pp. 38-40. 
24Ibid., p. 38. 
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cance of those facts "Geschichte. "25 Applying this distinction of 
terms to Jesus Christ, he said that the only real Christ was the 
preached Christ. The "historical Jesus," whom nineteenth- century 
liberal scholars sought, was not to be found in their "historical" 
reconstructions of the past which was guided by their positivistic 
assumptions of historiography. For Kahler, the real Christ was the 
preached Christ found in the kerygma of the New Testament. The real 
Jesus was not the historische Jesus of historical research, but the 
geschichtliche, biblical Christ whom the New Testament proclaims.26 
Although Kahler accepted the continuity between the historical Jesus 
and the Christ of faith, he said that the historical Jesus as seen in 
his earthly ministry did not win from his disciples a faith with the 
power of witness, but only ". . . a very shaky loyalty susceptible to 
panic and betrayal. "27 He goes on to say that it was only after the 
resurrection of Jesus from the dead that faith was initiated. Only 
after the "end" of the historical Jesus was faith evoked. It was 
only this Jesus who was capable of arousing faith, and it was this 
25Whereas English has only the one term "history," the German 
language has two terms "Historie" and "Geschichte:' In common use 
there is no distinction between these terms, but many theological 
scholars since Kahler have appreciated the availability of the two 
terms which could be used to indicate two important aspects of his- 
torical thinking. 
26It must be remembered that Káhler did not separate the his- 
torical Jesus from the kerygma. For Kahler there was a direct con- 
tinuity between the historical figure of Jesus and the Christ of the 
New Testament proclamation. He said that the "historische Jesus" of 
the Leben -Jesu -Forschung scholars was not the "real" Jesus, but that 
the real Jesus was the "geschichtliche Jesus" or the preached Christ. 
He made no distinction between the historical Jesus and the Christ of 
faith. Cf. Carl E. Braaten, History and Hermeneutics, Philadelphia, 
1966, pp. 60 -2. 
27Martin Kahler, The So- Called Historical Jesus and the His- 
toric, Biblical Christ, Philadelphia, 1966, p. 65. 
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risen Jesus who was the preached Christ.28 Hugh. Anderson points out 
that Kähler's emphasis on the historicity (Geschichtlichkeit) of 
Jesus was not associated so much with the actuality of past events as 
with_ his impact upon posterity; and with his stress on the preached 
o 
Christ as the only true Christ, Kahler opened the way for a neglect 
of the historical Jesus in favor of the Christ of the kerygma.29 
Bultmann clearly has made use of Kähler's distinction between 
Historie and Geschichte to indicate what he calls two kinds of his- 
torical reality. Bultmann's distinction between these two terms can 
be seen in his treatment of the cross of Jesus.30 In one sense, 
Jesus' death is historisch, i.e., he was crucified under Pontius 
Pilate in Palestine on a particular occasion in time past; but his 
death is also geschichtlich in the sense that this event is of deci- 
sive importance today.31 While faith is always in response to the 
geschichtlich event, i.e., the event in the present, this present 
event had its origin in the unique happening in the past. Bultmann 
accepts that an historisch approach to history is an impartial one 
removed from a personal involvement; however, this approach to man is 
not capable of grasping man's true significance or properly under- 
standing his action. An historisch approach to the past is important 
and necessary; but it has its limitations and must give way to other 
28Ibid., p. 66 
29}{ugh Anderson, Jesus and Christian Origins, New York, 1964, 
p. 28. 
30N. J. Young points out that Bultmann does not normally use 
the terms Historie and Geschichte, but most often he uses historisch 
and geschichtlich. These terms indicate two different methods of 
approach that may be used on the same history. Young, op2 cit., p. 
23. 
31Bultmann, "New Testament and Mythology," 22: cit., p. 37. 
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categories which are more in keeping with man's true nature. It is 
therefore only when the historian uses the geschichtlich approach to 
man that man is properly understood and the goal of history --to set 
forth genuine possibilities from the past for a true self- understand- 
ing --is achieved. This does not mean that the historisch approach 
can be eliminated from Buitmann's theology; in fact, the geschicht- 
lich approach to man is inseparable from the historisch. Genuine 
possibilities of self- understanding are open to man only because they 
are gleaned from the actual historical past --the meaning and signifi- 
cance of the past are derived from the past itself in relation to the 
present, and for this reason the reconstruction of the past is neces- 
sary to point to the possibilities of human self- understanding. 
Interpretations are only based on actual facts. The past is what 
gives rise to the possibilities of the present and the future.32 
For Bultmann, the task of the historian includes a reconstruc- 
tion of the past; but it cannot be reduced simply to that. According 
to Bultmann, the value of the historisch approach is that it: 
. . . consists in criticism of the tradition in which the his- 
torian himself stands at any particular time and through which ,e 
must cut a clear view to the text and the concepts used in it.3 
The barrenness of this approach, however, can be demonstrated from 
its application to the historical Jesus. Such historical research as 
that used in the Leben -Jesu - Forschung can never lead to any positive 
result which could serve as a basis for faith. This kind of research 
32This argument is based on the principle of analogy which 
will be discussed in Chapter V. Because the unique is not present in 
the universe and there is a constant uniformity of nature, then the 
only possibilities for the future must be gleaned from the past. For 
Bultmann, a possibility for self- understanding which does not conform 
to the possibilities of the past is not really a possibility at all. 




is always based on a limited amount of knowledge; and it is always 
seen from the perspective of the historian, whether it be materialis- 
tic, idealistic, or otherwise. Because of this, such knowledge is 
always of relative value and its results have only relative validity. 
This can certainly be illustrated by the "Life of Jesus" research 
carried on by liberal theology of the last century.34 The purpose of 
doing history, then, is not simply to reconstruct past happenings, 
but to interpret them in such a way that they have meaning for man in 
his present existence. This is why the notion of history must be 
broadened to include meaning for modern man. This "broadening" comes 
when history is interpreted in categories relative to man himself and 
not to nature. R. H. Fuller understands Bultmann's use of these two 
terms properly when he writes: 
By historisch Bultmann means that which can be established by 
the historian's criticism of the past; by geschichtlich he means 
that which, although occurring in past history, has a vital exis- 
tential reference to our life today.35 
III. HISTORY AND EXISTENTIALISM 
Recognizing the importance of interpreting history in terms of 
human categories, Bultmann has chosen an existentialist36 interpreta- 
tion as the one which is most capable of understanding man's past 
34Ibid., pp. 30 -1. 
35Reginald 
H. Fuller, "Translator's Preface," Kerygma and 
Myth, ed. by Hans -Werner Bartsch, trans. by Reginald H. Fuller, New 
York, 1961, I, xii. 
360nce again a problem of definition arises. In German there 
are two words for the English equivalent of "existential." Bultmann 
uses the German word "existential" to refer to the methods and /or 
categories of existential philosophy, and this word is best trans- 
lated in English by "existentialist." On the other hand, Bultmann 
uses the other German word "existentiell" to refer to one's own human 
existence, and it should be translated in English as "existential." 
"Existentialist" speaks about the ways_ of describing man's existence 
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achievements.37 Wh.t is existentialism? John Macquarrie has defined 
existentialism not as a set of doctrines, but as a way of doing 
philosophy which begins by questioning human existence. "Existence" 
is understood as the kind of being that belongs to man in his con- 
crete living, acting and deciding.38 The peculiarity of being in 
human existence is that it is not fixed, as in nature, but is on the 
way, always standing before possibilities of existence.39 
The relationship of existentialism to history then is clear. 
The subject of history is man, and historical reflection is essen- 
tially about human existence in the world. And thus Bultmann writes, 
". . . the ultimate purpose in the study of history is to realize 
consciously the possibilities it affords for the understanding of 
human existence. "40 Since man is incapable of being understood 
adequately through nature, then a category appropriate to man himself 
is necessary. That category, according to existentialist philoso- 
phers, is human existence; and therefore a proper approach to history 
whereas "existential" refers to the actual existence itself. It is 
not surprising that both Bultmann's friends and critics alike have 
often confused the meaning of these two terms, but it is probably 
true that the fault lies with Bultmann himself because his writings 
are not always clear at this point. Cf. Rudolf Bultmann, "Bultmann 
Replies to His Critics," Kerygma and Myth, ed. by Hans -Werner 
Bartsch, trans. by Reginald H. Fuller, New York, 1961, I, 202 -3; 
Rudolf Bultmann, Essays: Philosophical and Theological, trans. by 
C. G. Greig, London, 1966, pp. 258 -9. Also unclear is Bultmann's use 
of Geschichlichkeit. Is this the same as existentiell, or is it to 
be further distinguished? Cf. Rudolf Bultmann, "History and Escha- 
tology in the New Testament," New Testament Studies, 1:13, 1954 -5. 
37Bultmann, 
"New Testament and Mythology," op. cit., pp. 
15 -ff. 
38John Macquarrie, Twentieth Century Religious Thought, Lon- 
don, 1971, p. 354. 
39Ibid. 
40Bultmann, "Bultmann Replies to His Critics," off. cit., p. 
192. 
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is an existential one which attempts in its historical reflection to 
provide a possibility for understanding human existence.41 In this 
historical reflection, the historian participates in the object of 
his reflection. Although a major part of the task of the historian 
is to reconstruct the past actions of man, he must not stop there but 
must go further. Because he is investigating an action, " . . his 
main task is to think himself into this action, to discern the 
thought of its agent. "42 In this way the historian is in an existen- 
tial relationship between himself and the events he tries to under- 
stand. In this sense there is a necessity for self- understanding in 
all historical inquiry; indeed, the goal of such inquiry is to pro- 
vide possibilities for self -understanding. Although one may study a 
particular segment of history simply out of curiosity, this is not 
what history is all about. Since history has to do with human 
action, it is reasonable to conclude that the function of history is 
to lead to self- understanding.43 
Historical reflection is concerned with a possibility of self - 
understanding, and the clue:'. to the possibilities open to man are 
gleaned only from the past.44 For this reason historical reflection 
cannot take place apart from the historical reality of the past.45 
Historical reflection therefore must be closely connected with the 
historical method which will be described in Chapter Five. Real 
41John Macquarrie, The Scope of Demythologizing, London, 1955, 
pp. 81 -8. 
42R. 
G. Collingwood, The Idea of History, Oxford, 1946, p. 215. 
43Macquarrie, j. cit., p. 87. 
44Rudolf Bultmann, "Reply," The Theology of Rudolf Bultmann, 
ed. by Charles W. Kegley, London, 1966, p. 275. 
45Ibid. 
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possibilities can only arise out of that which has actually happened, 
and how else can this be determined except through the rigid applica- 
tion of the historical method to the past? The historian's ultimate 
task is to set forth possibilities for human self- understanding, and 
such possibilities are only real ones if they are grounded firmly in 
the past.46 Bultmann strongly urges that these two aspects of history 
are not mutually contradictory, but speak of one reality including 
both the factualness of history (historisch) and its meaning and 
interpretation (geschichtlich).47 For Bultmann, as mentioned in the 
preceding section, it is important that an existentialist interpreta- 
tion of history has need of an objectifying view of the historical 
past.48 In fact, Bultmann strongly states, "There is no existential- 
ist interpretation of history at all which ignores the factual occur - 
rence. "49 
It is also very important to Bultmann that a proper interpreta- 
tion of an event or subject is always related to and governed by a 
"pre -understanding "50 of the subject. When the historian examines a 
text, he asks certain questions of it thereby presupposing a certain 
understanding of the subject of the text prior to the investigation. 
The way the questions which are put to the text are phrased is based 
on the historian's "pre- understanding" (Vorverstándnis) of the sub- 
ject. Bultmann says this prior- understanding ". . . is the presuppo- 
sition of all interpretations seeking an understanding of the 
46Macquarrie, 
22. cit., pp. 87-9. 
47Bultmann, 
"On the Problem of Demythologizing," off. cit., pp. 
38 -9. 
48Ibid. 49Bultmann, "Reply," loc. cit. 
50Or "prior- understanding" translated from the German 
Vorverständnis. 
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text . . . ," and this understanding (or interest) which is based in 
the life of the interpreter is also ". . . in some way or other alive 
in the text which is to be interpreted, and forms the link between 
the text and the expositor. "51 This presupposition for understanding 
a text, according to Bultmann, ". . . is the interpreter's relation- 
ship in his life to the subject which is directly or indirectly 
expressed in the text. "52 
For Bultmann, one of the main values of existential philosophy 
is that this "pre- understanding " --which is basically the understand- 
ing of one's own existence --is given conceptual clarity. It is for 
this reason that Bultmann uses the existential concepts found in 
Martin Heidegger's Being and Time.53 Existential philosophy there- 
fore is important to Bultmann because it helps him to speak about 
human existence. It does not say how one is to exist, but only that 
one must exist, and what it means to exist.54 Bultmann says that it 
is the problem of language which has motivated his theology. "Theol- 
ogy," according to Rudolf Bultmann, "is basically the thinking and 
speaking of faith, and for this philosophy is required. "55 Christian 
faith speaks of a specific kind of understanding in rational cate- 
51Bultmann, 




53Cf. Bultmann, "Reply," on. cit., p. 274. Although Vorver- 
standnis is an important theme in Bultmann 's theology, it is not suf- 
ficiently important for the purposes of this thesis to pursue the 
subject here. An important essay which treats what Bultmann means by 
Vorverstándnis is his "The Problem of Hermeneutics," Essays: Philo- 
sophical and Theological, pp? cit., pp. 234 -61. 
54Rudolf Bultmann, Jesus Christ and Mythology, London, 1966, 
p. 55. 
55Bultmann, "Reply," o222 cit., p. 276. 
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gories of thinking and speaking. The benefit of existential philoso- 
phy to Bultmann is that it helps him to "speak" of Christian faith in 
a manner which can be understood by modern man. Bultmann, however, 
does not wish to set aside the "scandal" of the Gospel by making it 
"relevant" and "acceptable;" he is simply trying to clarify what 
Christian faith is speaking about in terms which can be understood by 
modern man.56 This, however, will be discussed more completely under 
the section on "Demythologizing." Bultmann is not inseparably bound 
to existentialism and has no intention of making existentialism a 
permanent part of theology. He simply employs it to help him make 
Christian faith understandable.57 
Using the conceptuality of existential philosophy, Bultmann 
distinguishes between man's being as "existence" and the being of all 
worldly beings which are not existing, but are only "existant." He 
calls the former Dasein and the latter Vorhandensein. Dasein is the 
category which is used to specify human Being in responsible 
decisions. It is opposite Geworfenheit ( "thrownness ") in the sense 
that Dasein refers to a man who is confronted with the possibilities 
of existence and who is capable of deciding the kind of existence he 
will have. Vorhandensein is not typically human existence, but is 
seen in the being which is dominated by the forces of nature and not 
by the act of decision. Though man may live in a state of indecision 
with regard to the possibilities which confront him --or may be deter- 
mined by causal necessity, this is not real human existence. Allow- 
ing one's conduct to be molded by a pattern of life is to avoid 
56Rudolf Bultmann, "The Case for Demythologizing," Kerygma 
and Myth, ed. by Hans -Werner Bartsch,trans. by Reginald H. Fuller, 
London, 1962, II, 182 -3. 
57Bultmann, "Rudolf Bultmann Replies to His Critics," op. cit., 
p. 193. 
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decision and to accept Vorhandensein. True human existence (Dasein), 
on the other hand, is found only in the act of existing, i.e., being 
a responsible human being and deciding among the possibilities in the 
present.58 Van A. Harvey draws attention to the fact that for Bult- 
mann, man's basic problem is not what he believes, but how he 
responds, whether authentically or inauthentically.59 
Although he makes considerable use of existential philosophy 
(especially that of Martin Heidegger) in his theological endeavors, 
Bultmann takes exception to Heidegger on a very important issue. Is 
man free and capable on his own to make decisions for "authentic 
existence "? The existential philosophers, including Martin Heidegger, 
say "yes "; but Bultmann denies man's possibility for authentic exis- 
tence apart from faith in Christ. Real freedom, as will be shown 
later, is available only as a gift from God when man surrenders his 
will and responds by obedience to the demands made upon him in the 
preaching of the Word of God. 
The existentialists cannot accept the finality or absoluteness 
of Christianity and its claims, and it is here that Bultmann parts 
company with existentialism. For Bultmann, authentic existence is 
found only in the preaching of the cross. The Christian message is 
the final and absolute way toward authentic Being.60 
What Bultmann openly admits is his use of existentialist 
categories to speak about theology. Existential philosophy has 
58Bultmann, Jesus Christ and Mythology, op. cit., pp. 55 -7, 
and "On the Problem of Demythologizing," op. cit., pp. 37 -8. 
59Van Austin Harvey, The Historian and the Believer, London, 
1967, p. 141. 
60This is clearly seen in Bultmann's response to Karl Jaspers' 
criticisms in "The Case for Demythologizing," op. cit., pp. 192 -3. 
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taught him how to speak his theology; and he believes it has also 
enabled him to present clearly the message of the cross, making clear 
what is the true "skandalon" of the Gospel, to modern man. Bultmann 
has accepted existential philosophy as the best way to speak about 
God to modern man; however, the manner of speaking should not be con- 
fused with the message. The Christian message is derived from the 
New Testament itself. 
In this section the writer has sought to clarify Bultmann's 
use of existential philosophy and how it relates to history, as well 
as where Bultmann takes exception to that philosophy. In the follow- 
ing section the task will be to show where Bultmann distinguishes his 
understanding of history from another which, in the past and even to 
an extent in the present, has reduced Christianity to relativism. 
IV. HISTORY AND RELATIVISM 
Although the modern understanding of history has played a sig- 
nificant role in Bultmann's historical and theological understanding, 
there are some important differences between his view and the one 
held by the nineteenth -century positivists and expressed in the 
liberal theologies of Ernst Troeltsch and Adolf von Harnack. He con- 
demned what he calls "historicism" and its logical conclusion, rela- 
tivism. The "historicist," according to Bultmann, understands his- 
tory by analogy with nature. He was involved almost exclusively in 
the task of establishing the facts of the past and finding out the 
laws of their connection.61 Historicism became popular with the 
positivists who tried to eliminate the subjectivity of the historian 
61Rudolf Bultmann, History and Eschatology, Edinburgh, 1957, 
p. 78. 
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by avoiding every value judgment. According to Bultmann, historiog- 
raphy became purely a science of facts, ". . . but it did not ask 
what a historical fact is. "62 Meaning in history, or the meaning of 
history, was lost in the rush to establish the facts and their causal 
connections. History was swallowed up by naturalism, and the his- 
toriographers were primarily interested in knowing the causal connec- 
tions of events. Bultmann argues that the result of this procedure- - 
examining history by analogy with nature - -was to bring historiography 
to the threshold of relativism. This form of historical thinking 
acknowledged change as historical law and ". . . denied the absolute 
value of judgments and knowledge, and it confirmed the dependence of 
all thinking and valuing on their time and culture. "63 
In theology the effects of this historicism became apparent in 
the "Life of Jesus" research (Leben -Jesu -Forschung). The life and 
work of Jesus were described as being of the same order of events as 
all other events, and therefore no distinctive claim could be made 
for or about Christianity. It was no longer "final" or absolute. 
Christianity could be final "for us" now because there is nothing 
else, but other ethnic groups of another part of the earth experience 
the divine in other ways. Christianity then came to be understood in 
light of the history and development of religious thought. The 
"history of religion" (Religionsgeschichte) school of theology began 
to describe Christianity in terms of social psychology and of the 
development of religious thought in all peoples, thereby reducing it 
to simply a way of talking about God. 
Bultmann has consistently denounced relativism and very early 
in his theological career concluded that historical inquiry did not 
62lbid. 63lbid. 
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have to end in a relativism in which the historical picture was sur- 
rendered to the subjectivity of the observer.64 
It should be noted here that some of the strongest criticisms 
against Bultmann from other existential theologians have stemmed from 
his denunciation of historicism and relativism. John Macquarrie 
argues that the "backbone" of existentialism is rooted in the his- 
torical method; and should the unique or the absolute be found in 
history, then existentialism must be set aside.65 He is disappointed 
that Barth and Bultmann have reacted against the broadening influence 
of the historical approach to Christianity and have revived the idea 
of exclusiveness, uniqueness, and finality in Christianity once 
again.66 In another work, Macquarrie saves his final criticism of 
Bultmann for his view of the exclusiveness of the Christian Gospel 
and its finality.67 
Bultmann has frequently argued that the Christian kerygma can- 
not be separated from a "final" or "absolute" act of God in the his- 
torical person of Jesus; and he also holds that only through the 
Christian kerygma, which is inseparably bound to God's act in Jesus 
on the cross, is there any possibility of authentic existence. Van 
Harvey takes exception to Bultmann here also. He asks: 
. . , if authenticity is only made possible "in fact" in Jesus 
of Nazareth, what is this but to say that faith was never really 
an existential possibility at all for those who have not heard 
the Christian proclamation? How could they be held responsible, 
64Bultmann, Jesus, 2E. cit., p. 7. 
65Macquarrie, Twentieth Century Religious Thought, op. cit., 
pp. 141 -4, 351 -ff. 
66Ibid., pp. 352 -3. 
67John Macquarrie, "Theology and Philosophy in Rudolf Bult- 
mann's Thought," The Theology of Rudolf Bultmann, ed. by Charles W. 
Kegley, London, 1966, pp. 142 -3. 
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or viewed as fallen, if there was nothing they could respond to, 
or against which they decided and fell ?68 
It might be added here in response to Macquarrie and Harvey 
that whether or not Bultmann is logical at this point or even 
"right," he certainly does justice to the biblical notion of the 
finality of the cross. He is also right to conclude that the rela- 
tivism (such as that called for by Macquarrie and Harvey) ultimately 
leads to nihilism.69 
Bultmann is careful not to deny the presence of relativity in 
history; indeed, he agrees that there is an element of relativity in 
each present moment, but this is not relativity: 
. . . in the sense in which any particular point within a 
causal series is a relative one, but /it/ has the positive sense 
that the present is the moment of decision, and by the decision 
taken the yield of the past is gathered in and the meaning of the 
future is chosen. This is the character of every historical 
situation; in it the problem and the meaning of the past and 
future are enclosed and are waiting, as it were, to be unveiled 
by human decisions.7° 
For Bultmann, the relativity of every historical situation is under- 
stood as having a positive meaning which does not result in a nega- 
tive relativism or nihilism. The relativity of the historical 
situation has to do with the way man responds in the light of the 
past and for the future, whether authentically or inauthentically. 
The unity of the past and the future is not found in a causal connec- 
tion of events, nor in a progress developing by logical necessity, 
but by the decisions of individuals.71 The relativity here is always 
found in the individual because of the different choices he may take 
in light of the future possibilities presented to him by the past. 
68Harvey, op. cit., pp. 145 -6. 
69Bultmann, History and Eschatology, a. cit., p. 135. 
70Ibid., pp. 141 -2. 71Ibid. 
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Bultmann strongly argues the point that even though there may 
exist different possibilities of self -understanding, it does not 
thereby follow that they are all equally right.72 For Bultmann, a 
person's world -view (Weltanschauung) may well lead him astray into an 
inadequate self- understanding.73 In fact, Bultmann argues that 
Christian faith believes that man cannot make, or does not have the 
freedom to make, historical decisions. This freedom comes through 
submission by faith to the demands of the Christian kerygma, and only 
there.74 The freedom one needs in order to decide for authentic 
existence and to make authentic historical decisions is found only 
when a man finds freedom from himself, i.e., as a man loses himself, 
he finds himself (Mark 8:35 -36); and, moreover, it is a radical free- 
dom received only as a gift through the act of faith. 
Bultmann's objections to historicism, then, are quite clear: 
he objected to its lack of understanding of the nature of human 
being, its willingness to interpret history in terms of causal neces- 
sity rather than the more appropriate category of openness to the 
future, and its emphasis upon relativism which Bultmann believes 
leads to nihilism. Another important objection to historicism is its 
understanding of the future; however, that will be discussed sepa- 
rately in the following section on Bultmann's understanding of his- 
tory and eschatology. 
V. HISTORY AND ESCHATOLOGY 
Another weakness of historicism according to Bultmann is its 
failure to understand the role of the future in history. When the 
historian considers human actions, he must take into account the pur- 
72Ibid., p. 148. 73Ibid. 74Ibid., p. 150. 
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poses and intentions which lead man to make his decisions. Human 
life is always directed towards the future. Man is never content 
with the present; but his intentions, expectations and hopes are 
always directed toward the future. Bultmann says that this means 
that man's life is always before him and is always to be apprehended, 
to be realized.75 He states: 
Man is always on the way; each present hour is questioned and 
challenged by its future. That means at the same time that the 
real essence of all that man does and undertakes in his present 
becomes revealed only in the future as important or vain, as ful- 
fillment or failure. All actions are risks./6 
Historicism did not see that the past poses questions in the 
present about which one must decide for the future, e.a., the cross 
posed a question to the disciples regarding the person and message of 
Jesus. Man must decide how the past will affect his future. There- 
fore the present always has before it an "eschatological possibility" 
for which one must decide. The past does not have only one meaning, 
but often is ambiguous; and therefore the future is open to man in 
his present situation. Historicism, according to Bultmann, misunder- 
stands the future, thinking that it is determined by the past through 
laws of necessity rather than being open to the decisions of the pre - 
sent.77 
In a reply to a criticism by Paul Minear of Bultmann's view of 
history, Bultmann admitted that history could be pictured as a series 
of cause and effect events but argued that: 
The causality in this chain is not absolute, but only a rela- 
tive determination, because the will and action of men proceed 
out of their own decisions. These decisions are always condi- 
tioned, yet always free -- conditioned in so far as they are always 
grounded in situations which are simply given; free, however, in 
so far as man is at any time free to decide what he will allow to 
be the basis for his willing and acting, unless, of course one 
75Ibid., 
p. 140. 76Ibid. 77Ibid., p. 141. 
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understands history from the standpoint of a thorough -going 
materialism.76 
Bultmann realizes that the future is limited somewhat by the 
past, but that the future is open ". . . in so far as it brings the 
gain or loss of our genuine life and thereby gives to our present its 
character as moment of decision. "79 The past reveals the possibili- 
ties for the future, and in that sense the past is limiting; however, 
the past does not determine the choices or decisions one must make 
over against the past and for the future. 
Bultmann appeals to the New Testament as the source of his 
understanding of the relation of history to eschatology. In the New 
Testament Jesus himself and the earliest community of Christians 
believed that the end of history was near and that a new aeon was 
about to begin. The early Church believed it was in the "last days" 
and that it was endowed with the eschatological gift of the Holy 
Spirit. The same apocalyptic view was also held later in the Hellen- 
istic- Christian communities (I Pet. 4:7; Rev. 1:3). This teaching 
can be found throughout the New Testament and especially in the warn- 
ings to Christians to persevere in the face of persecution because 
the end was near (Matt. 25:1 -13; Rev. 3:3).80 
The Parousia, however, did not come, and soon the disappoint- 
ment became apparent and widespread. In the Johannine Epistles, 
Bultmann argues, the notion of the Parousia was abandoned. In the 
Pastorals and Acts the time between the resurrection of Christ and 
his Parousia -- originally thought to be a very short time --was 
lengthened indefinitely. Traditional eschatology was abandoned 
78Bultmann, "Reply," 2.11. cit., p. 267. 79Ibid. 
80Bultmann, "History and Eschatology in the New Testament," 
p_. cit., p. 9. 
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together with its, appeal to Old Testament history, but faith in the 
Creator -God remained. 
According to Bultmann, this change which came in the under- 
standing of Christian eschatology was that (contrary to the earliest 
community of believers) Christians of succeeding decades and genera- 
tions no longer expected an imminent end of history; but, as became 
clear in the theology of Paul and later of John, they came to hold 
that history is swallowed up in eschatology.81 Paul, though still 
guided by the Old Testament view that history has a meaning found in 
divine guidance toward a certain goal, modified significantly apoca- 
lyptic eschatology. History for Paul was no longer simply the his- 
tory of Israel, but the history of the whole world even though Israel 
was still at the centre of it. Paul regarded the history of Israel 
as a totality, as a uniform history of human sin. Israel's sin of 
disobedience was seen paradoxically in her efforts to attain 
righteousness in her own strength through the law (Rom. 9:31; 10:2 - 
ff.). For Paul, true salvation is righteousness and consequently 
freedom, i.e., "The kingdom of God is righteousness and peace and 
joy in the Holy Spirit" (Rom. 14:7). Salvation is also the salvation 
of the individual who is a new creature in Christ (II Cor. 5:17). 
Christ then becomes in Paul's theology the end of the law as well as -- 
and at the same time --the end of history.82 
In Paul history will not cease but will be swallowed up by 
eschatology. Eschatology has lost its sense as the goal of history 
and is now understood as the goal of the individual human being.83 
From this perspective, the history of the past comes to be the type 
81Ibid., 
p. 10. 82Ibid., p. 13. 83Ibid. 
43 
of history of the man who is set free from sin and death for new life 
under grace (Rom. 6:14). The history of Israel as a nation and the 
history of the world lose their interest and the true historical life 
( Geschichtlichkeit) of the human being emerges. The decisive his- 
tory, then, is no longer that of the world, but that of the individ- 
ual which he himself experiences. In this history, the encounter 
with Christ is the decisive event by which the individual not only 
begins to exist historically, but at the same time eschatologically.84 
Bultmann claims that, according to Paul, a true historical 
life is not possible until man can live in "real freedom" from him- 
self and his past, and this is a gift of the Holy Spirit.85 It is 
the free man who is subjected to the imperative of the divine demand. 
The dialectic of this freedom of man is life in the indicative and 
the imperative as described in Romans 6:12 -23. This dialectic also 
indicates the "historicity" (Geschichtlichkeit) of the Christian life 
by virtue of the struggle taking place in man between the flesh and 
the spirit (Gal. 5:17; Rom. 8:12 -ff.). With this gift of the Holy 
Spirit, the life of freedom has become a possibility; and the old 
aeon has reached its end (II Cor. 5:17). Christ has become the end 
of history, and the believer does not belong to this "old world" any 
longer, though he still lives within it.86 
The problem of eschatology in the early Christian community, 
i.e., the non -appearance of the Parousia, has been solved in Paul and 
later in John. For them Christ is ever present or ever becoming the 
present eschatological event. The present takes on an eschatological 
character through an encounter with Christ or the Word which pro- 
claims him. In this encounter with Christ in the present (the 
84Ibid. 85Ibid. 86Ibid. 
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"now "), the world and its history come to an end and the believer 
becomes free.87 Christ is not therefore an eschatological figure of 
the past, but of the present who is encountered through the preaching 
of the Word and participation in the sacraments.88 
W. Kúnneth raises a strong criticism against Bultmann at this 
point arguing that Bultmann's concept of revelation is distorted due 
to its one -sidedness. He believes that Bultmann's emphasis upon the 
present with little regard to the past is improperly placed. 
Revelation is not in fact simply "address" in actu, not simply 
the proclaimed word of promised resurrection life, but also, and 
indeed fundamentally, information about a fact, the message of a 
completed act of salvation, of the past perfect of the resurrec- 
tion of Jesus.89 
For Bultmann, the paradox of history and its relation to 
eschatology is ". . . that the eschatological event has happened in 
history and happens everywhere in preaching. "90 The true understand- 
ing of Christian eschatology therefore is not that history comes to 
an end - -as originally believed, but that ". . . history is swallowed 
up in eschatology. "91 The meaning of history always lies in its pre- 
sent and not in its past. When the present is conceived of as an 
eschatological present by means of Christian faith, then the meaning 
of history is realized. This meaning is not seen from "outside" of 
history, but only in the individual's present and only in his respon- 
sible decisions.92 
In the above exposition of Bultmann's understanding of the 
relation of history to eschatology, one is repeatedly confused by his 
87Ibid., p. 15. 88Ibid., pp. 15 -6. 
89Walter Künneth, The Theology of the Resurrection, London, 
1965, p. 45. 
9ÖIbid., p. 16. 91Ibid. 
92Bultmann, History and Eschatology, off. cit., p. 155. 
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use of the words "history" and "eschatology." Beginning with the 
latter, Bultmann does not use the word "eschatology" in its most 
usual sense, i.e., to indicate the future or the end of world his- 
tory. For Bultmann, eschatology has broken into the present, and 
every moment has the possibility of becoming an eschatological one.93 
By this he is actually speaking about the transcendence of God in 
world history. The transcendence of God in this world is spoken of 
in the New Testament as a future event, and it is because this trans- 
cendence of God takes place now in the response of faith to Christian 
preaching that Bultmann speaks of this as an eschatological "event." 
"History" is also a very confusing term in Bultmann's vocabulary. He 
often substitutes personal history for world history and then inter- 
changes the two so that one is frequently at a loss to understand him 
or the distinction he makes. Actually, it is the personal history of 
the individual, signifying his personal past, which comes to an end 
by faith in Christ. All of this takes place now within the stream of 
world history, and this is why Bultmann can speak about history com- 
ing to an end on the one hand and the eschatological event within 
history on the other. God comes to man and meets him in his present 
situation (world history), and in this present God confronts him with 
the Gospel which demands faith and obedience. Man's response to this 
proclamation makes of that moment an eschatological event. At that 
moment man is free from his past (personal history), and history 
(personal past) has come to an end. From this moment man lives in 
the world though he is not of the world. The old has passed and the 
new has come (II Cor. 5:17). It is only one dimension of a two -fold 
dimension of history which has come to an end. For Bultmann, the 
93Ibid. 
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eschatological event occurs in the dimension of personal history 
bringing an end to one's old self and opening the way to the new, but 
it does not bring world history to a close at the same time. There- 
fore, the eschatological event which ends history (personal) also 
occurs within history (world). The world which ends is man's per- 
sonal past, and the one which begins (a new aeon) is personal exis- 
tence (Geschichtlichkeit). For Bultmann, the eschatological event 
transcends history but is at the same time related to it, indeed, is 
bound to it. It cannot, however, be identified by historical 
(historisch) inquiry into the past; but it occurs only in the present 
as Christ is proclaimed and an existential response is given.94 
VI. THE PROBLEM OF HISTORY AND MYTH IN THE NEW TESTAMENT 
Bultmann's well -known essay, "New Testament and Mythology, "95 
began, or at least initiated into the current theological arena, the 
present discussion of the problem of myth in the New Testament and 
its subsequent debate. He begins his essay by describing the cos- 
mology (or world -view) of the New Testament. The New Testament 
understands the world to be a three -storied structure. The upper 
story (heaven) is inhabited by God and celestial beings -- angels. The 
middle story is the earth inhabited by man, and the lower story is 
the place of torment -- hell -- prepared for Satan and his angels. The 
earth in the middle becomes the battleground for the supernatural 
activity of God on the one hand and of the devil and his angels on 
the other. History in the New Testament does not follow a smooth and 
94Young, óa. cit., pp. 32-3. 
95Bultmann, "New Testament and Mythology," op. cit., pp. 1- 
44. 
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unbroken course, but is set in motion and governed by supernatural 
intervention. The end of history will come when Satan, sin, and 
death have been put down for good and the dead have been raised to 
either eternal salvation or eternal punishment.96 
This picture of the cosmology of the New Testament which 
involves an acceptance of such things as supernatural interventions 
in the course of history, by either divine or satanic beings, and the 
violations of natural law (miracles), is what Bultmann calls a mytho- 
logical world view, unacceptable to modern man today. 
Moreover, this mythical world view was held by Jesus when he 
proclaimed the imminent coming of the Kingdom of God. According to 
Bultmann: 
Jesus envisaged the inauguration of the Kingdom of God as a 
tremendous cosmic drama. The Son of Man will come with the 
clouds of heaven, the dead will be raised and the day of judgment 
will arrive; for the righteous the time of bliss will begin, 
whereas the damned will be delivered to the torments of Hell.97 
The early Christian believers also held to the same or a similar 
world view and concept of the Kingdom of God as did Jesus; and they 
anticipated the coming of the Kingdom of God in the immediate future, 
although they waited in vain. The hope of Jesus and of the early 
community of believers was not fulfilled, and the same world still 
continues today. For Bultmann, this mythical world view has been 
refuted by history. The conception of the world in the preaching of 
Jesus, i.e., a three -storied universe, the intervention of super- 
natural powers, the notion of miracles, evil spirits, angels, etc., 
is a mythological conception of the world because it is contrary to 
96lbid., pp. 1 -2. 
97Bultmann, Jesus Christ and Mythology, op2 cit., p. 13. 
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the modern world view developed by science.98 The biblical writers 
try to "objectify" God through his deeds in history such as the 
stilling of a storm or the healing of a blind man, etc. Modern man 
rejects all such phenomena and calls it mythology, for he can neither 
observe nor experience such things today. Modern man does not know 
of a course of nature "perforated" by supernatural powers; and he 
therefore finds the message of the New Testament, which is bound up 
with such a mythical view of the universe, to be both unintelligible 
and unacceptable. Speaking about the large degree to which this 
mythical view of the universe is intermingled with the New Testament 
message, Bultmann writes, "To this extent the kerygma is incredible 
to modern man, for he is convinced that the mythical view of the 
world is obsolete. "99 
For Bultmann, the acceptance of such a world view as that 
entertained by the writers of the New Testament and of Jesus himself 
would involve not only a sacrifice of the intellect, but also it 
would mean the acceptance of ". . . a view of the world in our faith 
and religion which we should deny in our every day life. "100 Bult- 
mann goes even further and argues: 
It is impossible to use electric light and the wireless and to 
avail ourselves of modern medical and surgical discoveries and at 
the same time to believe in the New Testament world of spirits 
and miracles.101 
In modern science whence the modern world view (Weltanschauung) 
has sprung, the intervention of God or of the devil is not taken into 
consideration because such a consideration would involve an interrup- 
98Ibid., pp. 13 -5. 
99Bultmann, "New Testament and Mythology," o2p2 cit., p. 15. 
100Ibid., p. 4. '011bid., p. 5. 
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tion of history, i.e., a "bolt from the blue." Basic to this modern 
"world view" of the universe is the cause -and -effect nexus, i.e., a 
closed causal nexus. Bultmann argues that just as modern science 
cannot accept any interruption of nature by some supernatural powers, 
so also a modern study of history does not take into account any 
intervention of God or the devil in the course of history.102 A 
primitive world -view of the universe is not available to modern man 
today because he can neither experience such occurrences nor under- 
stand them; he is only puzzled by them. 
When modern man examines the New Testament, he finds that the 
biblical writers convey a primitive Weltanschauung, as described 
above, which he cannot accept and consequently must reject. How can 
he accept such ideas as a blood atonement --one man dying for the sins 
of the whole world --or even yet, a resurrection from the dead ?103 If 
he is to be consistent as a rationally motivated human being who 
lives in a scientific age, modern man must reject such notions in 
their entirety. 104 
In light of the above, what can the New Testament say to 
modern man? Is the Christian message relevant to him? At first it 
appears that there are only two possible courses: either to reject 
Christianity as a whole, or to reject only the mythical statements 
found in the New Testament, thereby reducing the Christian message to 
certain ethical teachings of Jesus. Bultmann calls the latter a 
reduction of Jesus' preaching of the Kingdom of God to the so- called 
102Bultmann, Jesus Christ and Mythology, çp. cit., p. 15. 
103Bultmann, "New Testament and Mythology," op. cit., pp. 4 -9. 
1040ne wonders whether, on the basis of this modern world view 
which Bultmann accepts and uses to determine what is mythical in the 
New Testament, it is possible to speak of God at all. 
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social gospe1.105 He rejects both of these options,106 and he 
instead chooses a third. He asks whether the mythology of the New 
Testament has a ". . . deeper meaning which is concealed under the 
cover of mythology . . ,"107 which has relevance to modern man. 
Bultmann is convinced that the eschatological preaching and the 
mythological sayings of the New Testament do have a "deeper meaning" 
which is concealed by the primitive world -view but which must be made 
understandable and relevant to modern man through a process of inter- 
pretation which he calls demythologizing. Bultmann contends that 
this process of demythologizing is simply a hermeneutical process or 
method which seeks to extricate the real message of the New Testament 
from the myth which clothes it. He clearly contends, "If the truth 
of the New Testament proclamation is to be preserved, the only way is 
to demythologize it. u108 This process will become more clear after a 
discussion of Bultmann's definition of myth. 
VII. THE MEANING AND INTERPRETATION OF MYTH 
The above discussion has given several examples of myth and 
the kinds of things Bultmann would call myth, but the question 
remains: what is "myth "? There does not appear to be any consensus 
of opinion among scholars on what myth is.109 Since it is very 
important to know what Bultmann means by it before one can understand 
105Bultmann, Jesus Christ and Mythology, _9E. cit., pp. 17 -8. 
106He does not believe that the acceptance of the world view 
expressed in New Testament mythology is a possibility for modern man. 
107Bultmann, 
_p. cit., p. 18. 
108Bultmann, "New Testament and Mythology," oj. cit., p. 10. 
109Hordern, 
off. cit., p. 29. 
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his demythologizing hermeneutic, the following discussion will focus 
on Bultmann's definition of myth and how he views its "real" purpose 
in the New Testament. 
Myth, according to Bultmann, is a form of expression in which 
man, not yet awakened to reason, expresses his understanding of the 
world and of himself. It expresses man's belief that the origin and 
purpose of the world in which he lives is to be sought beyond it, 
i.e., beyond the realm of that which is tangible, and that this realm 
is dominated by mysterious powers.110 "Myth is . . . an expression 
of man's awareness that he is not lord of his own being ..111 This 
myth expresses man's dependence upon those powers which dominate the 
world in which he lives as well as his belief that his dependence 
upon such powers can help deliver him from the forces visible in this 
world. For Bultmann, then, the purpose of myth is to H. . . speak of 
a transcendent power which controls the world and man, but that pur- 
pose is impeded and obscured by the terms in which it is expressed. "112 
He claims that it is characteristic of "original myth," that in it 
both empirical and existential reality are combined, and therefore it 
is the task of the theologian to distinguish them.113 Bultmann con- 
tends that it is possible to speak about this understanding of human 
existence apart from the obscure mythological terms which conceal it, 
and that the New Testament kerygma --which he takes to be a kerygma 
about an understanding of human existence --is not bound to the myth 
which contains it. He is convinced that Christian faith --and its 
understanding of human existence -- should not be tied down to the 




113Bultmann, "The Case for Demythologizing," 92. cit., p. 185. 
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imagery of New Testament mythology.114 
The real purpose of myth therefore is not to try to present an 
objective picture of the world, but ". . . to express man's under- 
standing of himself in the world in which he lives. "115 H. W. Bartsch 
is right when he claims that when Bultmann translates the New Testa- 
ment into existentialist terms be believes he ". . . is achieving the 
same goal as the original witnesses did, though perhaps in a way 
which is not immediately obvious. "116 Because of this, myth should 
be interpreted not cosmologically, but in terms of man's understanding 
of his own existence, that is, existentially. Myth should not there- 
fore be interpreted simply on the basis of what it says, but what it 
intends. Bultmann holds that the New Testament writers were con- 
cerned with appropriating and describing a new mode of existence; and 
for this reason, as Van Harvey points out, it is possible to trans- 
late the Gospel existentially. 117 Bornkamm says Bultmann's demythol- 
ogizing requires an existential interpretation of myth which would 
inquire: How does man understand himself in such mythical express- 
ions or what ideas of human existence are contained within such 
expressions ?118 If this procedure is followed, then those mythical 
elements of the New Testament which offer only a puzzle to modern man 
can be made understandable and relevant. 
114Bultmann, "New Testament and Mythology," loc. cit. 
115Ibid. 
116Hans- Werner Bartsch, "Bultmann and Jaspers," Kerygma and 
Myth, ed. by Hans -Werner Bartsch, trans. by Reginald H. Fuller, Lon- 
don, 1962, II, 201. 
117Harvey, gl. .cit., pp. 140 -1. 
118Gunther Bornkamm, "Myth and Gospel: A Discussion of the 
Problem of Demythologizing the New Testament," The Historical Jesus 
and the Keryqmatic Christ, ed. by C. E. Braaten and R. A. Harris - 
ville, Philadelphia, 1964, p. 174. 
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The word "demythologize" is an unfortunate word to describe 
the above procedure of interpretation, and even Bultmann admits that 
the word does not really describe what he is trying to do.119 To 
"de- mythologize" appears to mean that one should eliminate the myth 
of the New Testament, but by it Bultmann means not to eliminate but 
to interpret the myth. This process of interpretation strips the 
myth of its "old world view" and places it in a modern setting com- 
mensurate with its "intended" purpose. Some examples of demytholo- 
gizing which Bultmann gives will help to clarify his method of 
interpretation. He claims that myths give worldly objectivity to 
that which is unworldly, and he illustrates this by using the mythi- 
cal notion in the Bible that God has his domicile in heaven. The 
meaning of such a statement is found in the idea that God is beyond 
the world, ". . . that He is transcendent. "120 Because the thinking 
of that day was not geared to thinking in terms of transcendence, the 
biblical writers conceived of the transcendent God in terms of 
spatial distance, i.e., above the earth. Hell expresses an idea of 
the transcendence of evil as a tremendous power which affects man- 
kind, and therefore the location of hell is beneath the earth because 
that is a place of darkness, and darkness represents that which is 
terrible to men.121 
For Bultmann the mythical concepts of heaven and hell are no 
longer acceptable to modern man because the notions of "above" and 
"below" have no meaning to modern science even though the notions of 
the transcendence of God and of evil are still significant.122 Again, 
119Bultmann, Jesus Christ and Mythology, off. cit., p. 18. 
120Ibid., p. 20. 121Ibid. 
122Ás will be shown in the conclusion to this section, there 
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the concept of Satan and demonic powers which rule the world is also 
mythological language, but it does describe an understanding of human 
existence which has the "insight" that ". . . the evil for which 
every man is responsible individually has nevertheless become a power 
which mysteriously enslaves every member of the human race. "123 
With these examples of myth and demythologizing, Bultmann asks 
whether it is possible to continue the process and to reinterpret the 
rest of the New Testament existentially, including the message of 
Jesus and the preaching of the early Christian community. He not 
only believes that it is possible, but even necessary to interpret 
the rest of the New Testament as described above. He argues that 
such a process is legitimate because there is evidence within the New 
Testament itself that this kind of demythologizing has already taken 
place. This can be seen in the development of the eschatological 
beliefs of the early Christian community, especially in the writings 
of Paul and John. 
The problem of eschatology in the early Church is that Jesus 
and his followers proclaimed an imminent and cosmic end of history; 
however, the return of Christ (or Parousia) never came. Paul and 
John, according to Bultmann, reinterpreted the earliest Christian 
eschatology and solved its problem by speaking about the presentness 
are a number of scholars who believe that Bultmann is inconsistent 
here in his understanding of mythology. They argue that it is not 
possible to speak of God in non -mythical terms as Bultmann does. If 
one is to be consistent, must he also interpret the notion of God 
himself and his acts in the same way in which the other "mythical" 
ideas of the New Testament are interpreted? If modern science is 
the main criterion for understanding what is and what is not myth, 
then how can Bultmann continue to speak of God as a non -mythical 
entity? Has modern science discovered God or made it any easier to 
believe in him? 
123Bultmann, op. cit., pp. 20-1. 
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of the kingdom of God and of Christ.124 Although Paul still expected 
the end of the world to come as a cosmic drama, he nevertheless held 
that with the resurrection of Christ the decisive eschatological 
event had already occurred and that the Church is the eschatological 
community of saints who are already justified and are alive because 
they are in Christ. The Holy Spirit, who was expected as a gift of 
the future, has already been given; and by this act the future is 
already anticipated.125 John, on the other hand, went further than 
Paul and said that the resurrection of Jesus, Pentecost, and the 
parousia were all the same and that those who believed in Jesus 
already have that eternal life.126 These examples prove to Bultmann 
at least that the process of demythologizing started in the New 
Testament itself and that the task of demythologizing today is 
thereby justified.127 
That the New Testament contains myth is hardly a matter of 
debate among New Testament scholars today; but what myth is, how it 
is to be interpreted, and /or whether it is to be eliminated are 
questions which continue to be matters of diverse opinion. 
It should be mentioned here that not a few scholars disagree 
with Bultmann's demythologizing enterprise. Julius Schniewind said 
that, based on Bultmann's definition, it is not possible to dispense 
124Bultmann rightly does not say that Paul abandoned Jewish 
apocalyptic eschatology which involved the future coming of the "end" 
beginning with the coming of Christ, but that Paul did begin to 
reinterpret that eschatological hope. It was John, according to 
Bultmann, who "radically" demythologized the early Christian escha- 
tology. Bultmann, RE. cit., pp. 32 -3. 
125Ibid. 
126John 3:18, 36; 5:25; 11:25 -ff. Cf. Bultmann, off. cit., 
pp. 33 -4. 
127Bultmann, oa. cit., p. 34. 
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with myth because ". . . we can only speak of the invisible in terms 
of the visible. "128 Schniewind says that in Christ the invisible God 
has manifested himself (Col. 1:15), and the other -worldly has been 
manifested in terms of the this- worldly.129 He explains: 
After all, is not the Christian claim that the eternal God has 
come to us in an individual man with all the limitations of time 
and space essentially mythological in character- -i.e., does it 
not speak of the eternal as if it were involved iñ time and 
space, and of the invisible as if it were visible ?130 
Karl Jaspers believes that myth must be retained because of 
its value as a "cipher" which helps to convey the message of the New 
Testament. He holds that the myth relates intuitive insights which 
should not be dispensed with. "The myth is a carrier of meanings 
which can be expressed only in the language of myth. "131 
In strong criticism against Bultmann's demythologizing, 
Jaspers writes, "To speak of 'demythologizing' is almost blasphemous. 
Such a depreciation of myth is not enlightenment, but sham enlighten- 
ment. "132 Jaspers does, however, agree with Bultmann that the myth 
cannot be conceived of as empirical reality: 
A corpse cannot come to life and rise from the grave. Stories 
based on the reports of contradictory witnesses and containing 
scanty data cannot be regarded as historical facts.133 
128Julius Schniewind, "A Reply to Bultmann," Kerygma and Myth, 
ed. by Hans -Werner Bartsch, trans. by Reginald H. Fuller, New York, 
1961, I, 48. 
129Ibid. 130Ibid. 
131Karl Jaspers, "Myth and Religion," Kerygma and Myth, ed. by 
Hans -Werner Bartsch, trans. by Reginald H. Fuller, London, 1962, II, 
144. 
132Ibid. 
133Ibid., p. 145. Jaspers' essay cannot be summarized here, 
but he does present a number of criticisms against Bultmann's demy- 
thologizing procedure. A more careful look at those criticisms will 
certainly be beneficial toward an understanding of the problem. Cf. 
especially pp. 158 -ff. 
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Karl Barth, like Jaspers, also questions the possibility of 
translating myths into existentialist categories and says that Bult- 
mann's demythologizing of the New Testament has great significance 
for him; but it is a subsidiary interest which is intended to make 
room for his existentialist interpretation.134 Barth himself, of 
course, rejects much of this demythologizing enterprise because he 
does not agree with Bultmann's understanding of myth or his "modern 
world view. "135 Schubert M. Ogden, on the other hand, sees Bult- 
mann's demythologization as a direct result of his view that God is 
"wholly other" than the world, which is a fundamental principle of 
his theology.136 Bultmann's view of myth then, according to Ogden, 
is that which violates this principle, i.e., that God is wholly 
other.137 Ogden notes that Bultmann substitutes speaking mytholog- 
ically about God with ". . . analogical ways of speaking about 
God. "138 Bultmann questions whether it makes theological sense to 
speak mythologically and says that such language is inappropriate as 
the language of faith.139 Ogden also notes that, for Bultmann, 
myth's incompatibility with scientific thinking provides the occasion 
for focusing on the true meaning of theological statements.140 The 
true meaning of such statements: 
134Karl Barth, "Rudolf Bultmann --An Attempt to Understand 
Him," Kerygma and Myth, ed. by Hans -Werner Bartsch, trans. by 
Reginald H. Fuller, London, 1962, II, 118. 
135Ibid., p. 123. 
136Schubert M. Ogden, ed., Existence and Faith, London, 
1960, p. 20. 
137Ibid. 
138Schubert M. Ogden, The Reality of God, London, 1967, p. 
167. This will be discussed more in the following section. 
139Ibid., p. 168. 140Ibid. 
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. . . is not scientific but "existential" and that the exis- 
tentialist analysis of the early Martin Heidegger provides an 
alternative conceptuality in which this meaning can be given non - 
mythological expression.141 
Alasdair Maclntyre is critical of Bultmann's existentialist 
interpretation of the myth in the New Testament and believes that 
Bultmann is too dependent on Martin Heidegger. "It is difficult to 
resist that for Bultmann Jesus is an early and imperfect anticipator 
of Heidegger. D142 He admits that Bultmann would deny this accusa- 
tion, but says Bultmann and Heidegger are really alike because what 
Heidegger asserts about existence Bultmann says is attained by 
decision. "Therefore, it is difficult to see what it is that 
Heidegger asserts we can do which Bultmann denies. "143 
At any rate, it is important to say here in summary that the 
above demythologizing procedure is what Bultmann believes should be 
the task of every New Testament scholar today. For him, the message 
of Jesus and the early Christian Church can be conveyed only in terms 
that are relevant and meaningful to modern man whose world view is no 
longer continuous with that of the New Testament, but one which has 
been developed by modern science. By demythologizing, he does not 
intend to reject Scripture or the Christian message as a whole, but 
only the world view of Scripture through which it is conveyed. "To 
de- mythologize," Bultmann claims, "is to deny that the message of 
Scripture and of the Church is bound to an ancient world -view which 
is obsolete. "144 Although Bultmann doubts whether the modern scien- 
141Ibid. 
142Alasdair Maclntyre, "Existentialism," A Critical History 
of Western Philosophy, ed. by D. J. O'Connor, London, 1964, p. 522. 
143Ibid. 144Bultmann, op. cit., p. 36. 
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tific world view can perceive the whole of reality,145 he continues 
to argue that this world view is that which shapes the thinking of 
modern men today and that ". . . modern men need it for their daily 
lives."146 
VIII. THE REAL "STUMBLING BLOCK" IN THE NEW TESTAMENT 
By the use of demythologizing, Bultmann is not trying to make 
the Gospel of the New Testament acceptable to modern man, but only 
understandable. He does not want to remove the skandalon of the 
Christian kerygma, but only to show what it really is. The mythical 
world view of the New Testament should not be equated with the 
"stumbling- block" of the Gospel, but it should be removed so that the 
real stumbling -block may become apparent. Some things which are not 
a part of the Christian proclamation, i.e., heaven, hell, demons, 
angels, etc., were acceptable to man of another epoch and therefore 
did not cause a hindrance to the Gospel because they were accepted as 
a part of the world view of that particular time. Demythologizing 
separates that world view from the Christian message and properly 
identifies the real "stumbling- block" as one's complete abandonment 
of all worldly security or man -made security and the complete open- 
ness to the call of God. The Word of God which comes to man through 
preaching not only calls him to God, who is beyond this world and 
scientific thinking, but also calls him to his true self. Real 
security is found only in God; and thus, for Bultmann, the real 
145Bultmann believes that historical science has prescribed 
limitations in that it can only investigate the reality of the visi- 
ble, but God is invisible to such investigation. Cf. Bultmann, On 
the Problem of Demythologizing," óp. cit., p. 40; Bultmann, Jesus 
Christ and Mythology, op. cit., pp. 83 -ff. 
146Bultmann, Jesus Christ and Mythology, op. cit., p. 38. 
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"stumbling- block" is that the Gospel calls man to an abandonment of 
his own security and to ". . . a readiness to find security only in 
the unseen beyond, in God. "147 For Bultmann, the Word of God alone 
calls men into genuine freedom, and it is the task of demythologizing 
to make clear what the call and demands of the Word of God are.148 
Myth's real intention is to speak of a reality of existence which 
lies beyond what can be objectified but which is very much a part of 
man's authentic reality. It is the task of demythologizing through 
philosophical and theological reflection to make this reality 
clear.149 What is the New Testament understanding of human existence 
which is of importance to modern man? It is that understanding which 
the theologian ought to be concerned with, and it is his task to make 
sure that the mythology of a past epoch does not obscure the real 
demands of the Word of God for man today. 
In the preceding discussion, the writer has shown that Bult- 
mann's understanding of myth is a direct result of his understanding 
of history. His understanding of the modern world view determines 
what he calls the mythological one presented in the New Testament. 
It has also been shown that he does not intend to eliminate the myth 
of the New Testament, but to interpret it; and, because myth deals 
with an understanding of human existence, then it is appropriate for 
Bultmann to interpret that myth anthropologically or existentially. 
147Ibid., p. 44. Cf. also, pp. 36 -43. It is this absolute- 
ness of the Christian claim which Karl Jaspers believes is the real 
stumbling -block of Christianity, but Bultmann is quick to correct 
this misunderstanding. Bultmann, "The Case for Demythologizing," 
of. cit., p. 193. 
148Bultmann, Jesus Christ and Mythology, op. cit., pp. 40 -1. 
149Bultmann, "On the Problem of Demythologizing," off. cit., 
pp. 40-1 
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In his interpretation of the myth in the New Testament, Bultmann asks 
the question: What understanding of human existence does this myth 
convey? Many questions, however, have not been answered, e.g., 
whether Bultmann is consistent in his understanding of myth and in 
his demythologizing, whether all New Testament myths can be interpre- 
ted existentially, and whether any speaking of God or His activity 
are not likewise mythological? 
In closing, if Bultmann's understanding of myth and his need 
for demythologizing is tied to his understanding of history, his 
interpretation or demythologizing procedure150 is no less based on 
his understanding of existential philosophy. The combination of both 
give him two reasons for rejecting the resurrection of Jesus as a 
historical event. The point here is that the resurrection of Jesus 
from the grave violates the "hiddenness" of God's actions by trying 
to objectify that activity in history, i.e., making the invisible 
visible. For Bultmann the act of God takes place in one's personal 
existence and not in visible events of the past. 
150Which he calls "hermeneutics." Bultmann, Jesus Christ 
and Mythology, off. cit., pp. 45 -6. 
CHAPTER III 
BULTMANN'S UNDERSTANDING OF THE RESURRECTION 
Up to this point in the discussion, the writer has attempted 
to set forth the basis for understanding not only Bultmann's rejection 
of the resurrection of Jesus as an event of history, but also for his 
existential interpretation of Easter faith and his negative criticisms 
of the Resurrection narratives. One of the primary reasons for his 
rejection of the resurrection of Jesus from the dead as an event of 
history, as has been shown, is his historical presuppositions which 
have also strongly influenced his understanding of God's activity in 
history. For Bultmann, history is closed to all supernatural or 
miraculous events, and God's activity is not open to historical 
inquiry. He holds that God's activity is hidden within history and 
not disclosed to neutral historical examination. For him, the activ- 
ity of God is always a present activity, i.e., in the presentness of 
preaching God confronts the man of faith with a new self- understand- 
ing. This activity, however, is paradoxically related to a past 
event of history (Historie) which can be affirmed by the historian, 
i.e., the crucifixion of Jesus of Nazareth. However, through the 
presentness of preaching, the man of faith acknowledges that this 
historical event is the cross of Christ, and it has a direct bearing 
upon his existential self- understanding. The cross, therefore, has 
a "saving efficacy" (the capability of initiating a new self- under- 
standing); and because of this it is the cross of Christ.' This 
1There are few points at which Bultmann has been more criti- 
cized and more misunderstood than in his well -known pronouncement, 
"The saving efficacy of the cross is not derived from the fact that 
it is the cross of Christ; it is the cross of Christ because it has 
this saving efficacy." Rudolf Bultmann, "New Testament and Mythol- 
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faith in the saving efficacy of the cross is for Bultmann the same 
thing as faith in the Resurrection.2 He believes that ". . . the 
faith of Easter is just this faith in the word of preaching. "3 In 
this sense, Easter, though not an event of the past, can be looked 
upon as the interpretation of the cross. For Bultmann, Easter is not 
an event, but the "meaning" of the cross; hence this will be the 
focus of this chapter. It is only in the preaching where the hearer 
is brought to the decision of either faith or unbelief, and that 
alone ". . . can illumine our understanding of ourselves. "4 The real 
Easter faith for Bultmann then ". . . is faith in the word of preach- 
ing which brings illumination. "5 
I. EASTER FAITH AND THE HISTORICAL QUESTION 
For Bultmann, the Resurrection is not an event of past history 
except in the sense --and only here --that the historian can speak of 
the rise of faith in the risen Lord in the early disciples. Histori- 
cal criticism can only demonstrate that ". . . the first disciples 
came to believe in the resurrection. "6 As noted above, while trying 
to make the Resurrection something which happened to the disciples- - 
as well as that which happens to all believers in all ages-- Bultmann 
has rejected the belief that the Resurrection was first of all some- 
ogy," Kerygma and Myth, ed. by Hans -Werner Bartsch, trans. by Regi- 
nald H. Fuller, New York, 1961, I, 41. This writer will not pretend 
to understand this statement either in whole or in part, but cer- 
tainly it does help to focus on the weakness of Bultmann's understand- 
ing of the cross. For further comment on this issue, cf. Karl Barth, 
"Rudolf Bultmann--An Attempt to Understand Him," Kerygma and Myth, 
ed. by Hans -Werner Bartsch, trans. by Reginald H. Fuller, London, 
1962, II, 100. 
2Bultmann, loc. cit. 3lbid. 4lbid., p. 42. 5lbid. 
6lbid. 
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thing which happened to Jesus. He believes that Easter is the rise 
of faith in the risen Lord,7 though what is meant by "risen Lord" is 
evidently not to be equated with Jesus of Nazareth. Bultmann is 
certain that Jesus of Nazareth did not rise from the grave, but was 
raised only in the kerygma.8 
Bultmann has made the following conclusions about the resur- 
rection of Jesus as an event of history. First of all, he says that 
Easter faith is not interested in the historical question and that 
the Easter faith of the first disciples is not a fact on which one 
can base his faith.9 Unambiguously he contends, "The resurrection 
itself is not an event of past history. "10 When considered as a 
nature miracle, the resurrection of Jesus is a myth, incredible, and 
incomprehensible.11 
From a positive point of view, Bultmann believes that the 
resurrection of Jesus, even though it is not a miraculous or super- 
natural event of the past, has a historic significance which can 
affect the man of faith here and now.12 By means of the preaching of 
the cross and resurrection of Christ, the authentic life of man 
becomes possible and he is enabled to surrender to God, to love, to 
faith, and thus to a "Christian understanding of being. "13 This 
existentialist understanding of the Resurrection gives man the answer 
7lbid. 
8Rudolf Bultmann, "Das Verhältnis der urchristlichen 
Christusbotschaft zum historischen Jesus," Sitzungsberichte der 
Heidelberger Akademie der Wissenschaften, Heidelberg, 1960, p. 27. 
9Bultmann, "New Testament and Mythology," óp. cit., p. 42. 
10Ibid. 11lbid., pp. 8, 39, 41 -2. 
13Ibid., pp. 19, 33. 
12lbid., pp. 37-ff. 
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to the anthropological problem posed by existentialist philosophy.14 
Bultmann argues that the crucifixion of Jesus posed a question 
and a call for decision to the disciples. He writes: 
The decision which Jesus' disciples had once made to affirm 
and accept his sending by "following" him, had to be made anew 
and radically in consequence of his crucifixion. The cross, so 
to say, raised the question of decision once more.15 
Regarding the origin of the Easter story itself, Bultmann says 
that the Church had to surmount the scandal or question which the 
cross posed, and it did so in the Easter faith.16 This Easter faith 
was their way of understanding the cross of Jesus. 
Here it must be objected that Bultmann does not follow closely 
enough the report of the New Testament, It is true that the cross 
posed a question of decision to the disciples, but the New Testament 
makes it clear that they chose despair and defeat as a result of the 
only interpretation they could logically (and historically) make in 
such a circumstance.. It was only after "something" subsequent to 
the cross happened that the disciples decided on another course. 
Bultmann will not ask what that "something" was and says it is an 
historical question which is irrelevant. One is not to ask what 
happened that produced this radical changed' from defeat to triumph in 
the disciples. He believes it would be wrong to raise the historical 
question of how the disciples' preaching arose. Doing this, he main- 
tains, would ". . . tie our faith in the word of God to the results 
of historical research. The word of preaching confronts us as the 
14See Walter Künneth, The Theology of the Resurrection, Lon- 
don, 1965, pp. 43 -4, for a list of major publications by Rudolf Bult- 
mann and others on this issue. 
15Rudolf Bultmann, Theology of the New Testament, trans. by 
Kendrick Grobel, London, 1970 -1, I, 44. 
16Ibid., p. 45. 
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word of God. It is not for us to question its credentials. "17 Even 
so, Bultmann eliminates the possibility of finding an answer to this 
question in the proclamation stories of the New Testament. He says 
the manner in which the Easter faith arose in the disciples 
. has been obscured in the tradition by legend and is not of 
basic importance. "18 
Bultmann emphasizes the discrepancies in the Easter traditions 
to demonstrate his point; however, this line of argument has gaping 
problems. It is true that in the matter of details the Resurrection 
narratives differ from each other at various points;19 however, all 
of the Easter traditions agree that the source of the disciples' joy 
and the reason for their preaching was the resurrection of Jesus of 
Nazareth from the dead. The one whose tragic end was the cause of 
the disciples' despair was later the source of their joy because he 
was raised from the dead. It is therefore a puzzle when Bultmann 
claims that the basic historical question - -"the manner in which the 
Easter faith arose " --has been ". . . obscured in the traditions by 
legend." There is obscurity on matters of detail, but not on the 
historical question of what gave rise to the disciples' renewed and 
greatly expanded faith. Without exception, all of the Easter testi- 
mine. 
17Bultmann, "New Testament and Mythology," off. cit., p. 41. 
18Bultmann, Theology of the New Testament, loc. cit. Italics 
19E.g., the location of the Resurrection appearances, the 
number of women at the tomb, to whom Jesus first appeared, the lack 
of mention of an ascension by three of the four Gospel writers and 
Paul, etc. Most of these difficulties are enumerated quite clearly 
in Hugh Anderson's brief but detailed essay, "The Easter Witness of 
the Evangelists," The New Testament in Historical and Contemporary 
Prespective, ed. by Hugh Anderson and William Barclay, Oxford, 1965, 
pp. 35 -55. See also Chapters VI and VII of this thesis. 
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monies claim that Jesus was raised from the dead. As will be shown, 
there is a great deal of disagreement among scholars on the nature of 
or manner of the resurrection of Jesus from the dead (e.9., a bodily 
resurrection, visionary appearance, etc.); but in the New Testament 
there is no question about the fact of this event. Easter was not 
something which happened primarily to the disciples, but to Jesus of 
Nazareth. 
As has already been noted, Bultmann removes the Resurrection 
from that which happened to Jesus of Nazareth and has made it an 
experience which occurred in the lives of the first disciples and of 
all succeeding followers of Chirst. This is certainly an incorrect 
understanding of the New Testament message. J. A. T. Robinson's 
evaluation of the New Testament traditions is much clearer and 
expresses their combined witness. He clearly recognizes that: 
. the Resurrection remains for the New Testament, not pri- 
marily an experience, but an event. It uses the phrase "wit- 
nesses of the Resurrection," not of all who can testify to its 
power, but only of those who were eyewitnesses of the event - -or 
rather of the identity between the risen Christ whom they had 
seen and the man with whom they had companied "during all the 
time that the Lord Jesus went in and out among us, beginning from 
the baptism of John until the day when he was taken up from us" 
(Acts 1:21 -2; cf. 10:41; 13:31).0 
Bultmann will not allow for the possibility that the appear- 
ances of the risen Christ produced the faith and experiences of joy 
in the apostles, only that those experiences produced the appear- 
ances. He suggests that the so- called appearances of Christ to the 
disciples were probably self- induced psychological experiences (i.e., 
subjective visions) and believes that the historian can to some 
extent account for the first disciples' faith: 
20J. A. T. Robinson, "Resurrection in the New Testament," The 
Interpreter's Dictionary of the Bible, ed. by George Arthur Buttrick, 
New York, 1962, IV, 49. 
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. . from the personal intimacy which the disciples had 
enjoyed with Jesus during his earthly life, and so reduce the 
resurrection appearances to a series of subjective visions. "21 
Bultmann is quite willing to live with this conclusion since he 
clearly believes that the results of historical inquiry are the same 
for the Christian as they are for the non- Christian.22 He defends 
his view that Easter faith is uninterested in the historical question, 
however, by claiming that, "Historical research concerning the events 
after the death of Jesus can fundamentally have its eye on Jesus only 
as a historical and not as an eschatological phenomenon. "23 
For Bultmann, "Real Easter Faith" is not faith in any event 
which has taken place in time and space history, but ". . . is faith 
in the work of preaching which brings illumination. "24 This kind of 
a statement, however, unleashes a flood of questions, e.g., what does 
the kerygma say, and what relation does this "illumination" have to 
historical fact? Especially significant is the question regarding 
the identity of the Christ who is alive in this preaching. Can there 
be an "illumination" which has no content? Who is the Christ of the 
kerygma, and what relation did he have to the crucified Jesus? If 
this "illumination" has a disregard for history, can that which pro- 
duced it be called anything more than a cipher or even a myth? 
In his response to his former student's criticisms, Bultmann 
writes, "To believe in the Christ who is present in the kerygma is 
the meaning of Easter faith. "25 That there is an element of truth 
21Bultmann, "New Testament and Mythology," op. cit., p. 42. 
22Rudolf Bultmann and Werner Harenberg, "Is Jesus Risen as 
Goethe ?" "Der Spiegel" on the New Testament, ed. by Werner Harenberg, 
trans. by James H. Burtness, London, 1970, p. 236. 
23Ibid. 24Bultmann, "New Testament and Mythology," loc. cit. 
25Bultmann, "Das Verhältnis der urchristlichen Christus- 
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here cannot be denied, but does it go far enough? How did this 
Christ get into the kerygma in the first place? And who is this 
Christ? In the early Christian speech in Acts 2, reported to be that 
of Peter,26 there is no ambiguity on these questions: 
Men of Israel, hear these words: Jesus of Nazareth, a man 
attested to you by God with mighty works and wonders and signs 
which God did througi him in your midst, as you yoursh ves 
know . . .mss. 23). This Jesus, . . . you crucified and killed 
by the hands of lawless men.(vs. 24). But God raised him 
up . . . (vs. 32). This Jesus God raised up, and of that we all 
are witnesses (vs. 36). Let all the house of Israel therefore 
know assuredly that God has made him both Lord and Christ, this 
Jesus whom you crucified. (RSV Trans.) 
There is no hedging about in this speech. Jesus of Nazareth 
was the one who was crucified and raised from the dead; and this same 
Jesus is both Lord and Christ. For the writer of Acts (and for his 
source /s) the Christ who is alive and comes to man in the kerygma is 
none other than Jesus of Nazareth. In this kerygma Easter is cen- 
tered around an event which happened primarily to Jesus even though 
this message has important results for those who will receive it and 
botschaft zum historischen Jesus," loc. cit.; underscoring mine. 
26Although one cannot argue conclusively that this speech came 
necessarily from Peter, the author of Luke -Acts has evidently used a 
primitive Christian source. This can be seen by its primitive 
Christology, i.e., the Resurrection here refers primarily to Jesus 
with the results of it being chiefly for him. This is quite different 
from the more developed theology of the Resurrection found in I Cor. 
15 for instance where the focus is on Christian benefits. Cf. F. F. 
Bruce, The Acts of the Apostles, Grand Rapids, 1968, pp. 18 -21, who is 
quite persuasive on this issue. (Also cf. Johannes Munck, The Acts of 
the Apostles, Garden City, 1967.) Ernst Haenchen also admits that the 
book of Acts can be taken as source material for early primitive 
Christianity, though he qualifies his statement by saying that one 
must be careful to identify the "Lukan fabric" contained within it. 
(Cf. Ernst Haenchen, "The Book of Acts as Source Material for the His- 
tory of Early Christianity," Studies in Luke -Acts, ed. by Leander E. 
Keck and J. Louis Martyn, New York, 1966, pp. 248 -78.) Without going 
into the question further, this writer believes that the speeches in 
Acts point to an earlier Christology prevalent in the Palestinian 
Church which was only later developed, say, by the time of Paul. 
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submit themselves to it (vv. 38 -47). 
Is there another New Testament source which would dispute the 
claim made of Jesus in Acts 2? Clearly this fact is brought out in 
all the Gospels (else why a life and death of Jesus and a resurrec- 
tion of a hitherto unknown Christ ?) and is no less clear in Paul. 
According to the New Testament, and Bultmann would surely agree, 
there would have been no kerygma without a belief in the resurrection 
of Jesus from the dead. The kerygma historically was proclaimed by a 
group of followers of Jesus, the occasion of which was their belief 
that he had been raised from the dead. Which came first: the faith 
of the disciples or the kerygma which they preached? The New Testa- 
ment says that these events occurred (Jesus died, was raised and 
appeared), some disciples believed, and after this they began to 
preach. Only in this order would there be anything to preach! Bult- 
mann, on the other hand, argues: 
Christian faith did not exist until there was a Christian 
kerygma; i.e., a kerygma proclaiming Jesus Christ -- specifically 
Jesus Christ the Crucified and Risen One - -to be God's eschato- 
logical act of salvation . . . . This thinking --the theology of 
the New Testament -- begins with the kerygma of the earliest 
church and not before.27 
One cannot help but reject completely this line of argument 
because there is no basis for the formulation of a kerygma apart from 
Christian faith, and there is no basis for Christian faith apart from 
something which could produce it in the lives of the disciples. How 
did the proclamation come to the first disciples? What gave rise to 
their belief that the cross was not in fact the end of Jesus ?28 That 
27Bultmann, Theology of the New Testament, op. cit., p. 3. 
28Bultmann has consistently contended that the work of Jesus 
was finished on the cross (his interpretation of "it is finished ") 
and required no completion through a bodily resurrection (Rudolf 
Bultmann, Glauben und Verstehen, Tübingen, 1965, Band III, 205). He 
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is a historical question which Bultmann will not allow to be asked 
and which he says is irrelevant; but without the raising of this 
question -- however it is answered, one can neither present a meaningful 
message to modern man nor build a coherent New Testament theology. 
Even the nineteenth -century Leben -Jesu- Forschung scholars saw the 
value of this kind of questioning and based the rise of the proclama- 
tion in the overwhelming influence of the life of Jesus of Nazareth. 
For them, the proclamation did not have its origins in a historical 
vacuum, but in a historical person. Even though the "old questers" 
after the historical Jesus did not find much comfort in asserting the 
resurrection of Jesus from the dead (or any miraculous events), they 
at least tried to frame the foundation of their theology in a his- 
torical person whose history is not negligible. To this end, they 
were consistent with their historical assumptions and did have some 
explanation for the rise of Christian faith, even though it was a 
"natural" explanation. 
Although it may be argued that Bultmann grounds Christian 
faith in the historical event of the cross, upon closer scrutiny, 
Bultmann is only concerned with the "thatness" of the cross and not 
any historical information about it. For Bultmann, the historical 
rootage of the activity of God in the cross is almost negligible. 
His theology is not directly related to God's activity in the cross 
of Christ, but only paradoxically so. The only historical rootage 
for Bultmann is his confidence in knowing that God did "something" at 
the cross which has existential significance today, though what it 
was that God did is both unknowable and unimportant for Christian 
says that the exaltation of the historical Jesus took place on the 
cross, not afterwards. 
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faith. Bultmann's primary focus is clearly not upon an event of the 
past but upon a present activity of God which is only paradoxically 
related to the past. 
One must therefore insist upon the New Testament sequence in 
this matter: the resurrection event -- whatever was involved, Christian 
faith, and proclamation. Bultmann reiterates that the Resurrection 
event is the preaching encountering the obedient man of faith which 
leads to authentic existence, and that the historical question of 
what happened to initiate the preaching is unimportant. His consis- 
tent lack of interest in the historical question concerning the 
origins of Christianity leaves the whole of the kerygma open to the 
suspicion of myth. If Christian faith, as Bultmann contends, is 
rooted in the historical (historisch) thatness of Jesus, can he con- 
sistently neglect the significance of what can be said historically 
about him, however minute? Clearly few theologians would want to 
hinge Christian faith upon the changing results of historical 
research, but is the only alternative to this the declaration that 
such historical information is unimportant for Christian faith ?29 
Objecting to Bultmann's view on the unimportance of factual 
information concerning the historical Jesus, James M. Robinson 
rightly asks: 
. . . how can the indispensable historicity of Jesus be 
affirmed, while at the same time maintaining the irrelevance of 
29This is not to argue that the historian can describe the 
wonder of the resurrection of Christ, but that the historical ques- 
tions and answers - -where they can be known --are not unimportant for 
Christian faith. A critical look at the New Testament and the pro- 
clamation therein will not allow that Christianity began with the 
proclamation. Historically that does not make sense. Something 
must have occasioned the formation of the kerygma. Surely no his- 
torian would deny the validity of the important question of what it 
was and, moreover, the New Testament does not allow the question to 
go unanswered. 
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what a historical encounter with him would mean, once this has 
become 3a 
real possibility due to the rise of modern historiog- 
Robinson adds to this that such an attitude could only lead to 
the conclusion ". . . that the Jesus of the kerygma could equally 
well be only a myth, for one has in fact declared the meaning of his 
historical person irrelevant. "31 Ernst Käsemann, one of Bultmann's 
most prestigious students, has also echoed this concern when he 
argued that since something could be known of the historical Jesus, 
we must concern ourselves with it lest we find ourselves ultimately 
committed to a mythological Lord.32 
Bultmann counters these objections, however, by contending 
that Christian faith can never defend itself against the charges of 
mysticism, subjectivity, etc. and that there is always a risk in 
Christian faith. He writes: 
. . . it is clear, on the one hand, that faith, speaking of 
God as acting, cannot defend itself against the charge of being 
an illusion, and, on the other hand, that faith does not mean a 
psychologically subjective event.33 
One could certainly respond to Bultmann here by arguing that if the 
act of God were involved in a genuine historical person --Jesus of 
Nazareth --then the subjectivity would be reduced considerably.34 The 
30James M. Robinson, A New Quest of the Historical Jesus, Lon- 
don, 1970, p. 88. 
31Ibid. 
32Ernst Käsemann, Essays on New Testament Themes, London, 
1968, p. 46. 
33Rudolf Bultmann, Jesus Christ and Mythology, London, 1966, 
p. 71. 
34Again, this is not to say that history could prove the activ- 
ity of God, nor is it to deny the element of risk in faith, but only 
that admitting to the location of God's activity in history --which 
involves the unique -- reduces significantly the element of subjectiv- 
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kerygma must not be dissolved of its content nor robbed of its his- 
torical setting. Indeed, an empty kerygma riding on an existential 
timeless plateau is a benefit to no one and certainly resembles 
nothing in the New Testament.35 C. F. D. Moule is right when he says 
that a "bare kerygma," i.e., one lacking the historical information 
about Jesus contained in the New Testament, "is not basis enough for 
a Christian decision, if that kerygma includes no more history than 
the death of Jesus of Nazareth. "36 The decision not to examine or 
take seriously Jesus' place in history is not a Christian decision at 
all, according to Moule, ". . . even if it may be a moral or a 
religious decision. "37 
Before closing this debate, Bultmann must be given his oppor- 
tunity of appealing to Paul for support of his lack of interest in 
the historical Jesus. He states rather emphatically, "Now it is 
uncontestable that in Paul and in the rest of the New Testament, 
except in the Synoptic Gospels only the that and not the what /óf 
ity even though the Christian still walks by faith, and it is faith's 
response to the call of God in Christ which saves, not historical 
proofs. 
35Bultmann objects to the use of the word "timeless" here, 
especially since he argued so strongly against a theology based on 
timeless truths; cf. his essay, "General Truths and Christian Proc- 
lamation," History and Hermeneutic, ed. by Robert W. Funk, New York, 
1967, pp. 153 -62; also, Faith and Understanding, ed. by Robert W. 
Funk, trans. by Louise Pettibone Smith, London, 1966, p. 148; but 
what else can one say when Bultmann has made all inquiries into the 
historical core of the Christian faith irrelevant? This must be said 
in spite of the fact that Bultmann would come back by claiming that 
the "thatness" of Jesus secures the kerygma in history and prevents 
the message from becoming a timeless truth, "Das Verhältnis der 
urchristlichen Christusbotschaft zum historischen Jesus," op. cit., 
p. 3. 
36C. F. D. Moule, The Phenomenon of the New Testament, Naper- 
ville, 1967, p. 79. 
37Ibid. 
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Jesus /, plays a role. "38 Bultmann frequently tries to justify his 
lack of interest in the historical Jesus by appealing to Paul's 
assertion, "From now on, therefore, we regard no one from a human 
point of view; even though we once regarded Christ from a human point 
of view, we regard him thus no longer. "39 Note for example Bult- 
mann's well -known pronouncement against the attempt to rescue the 
tradition of the historical Jesus from the flames of the critical 
"radicalisms" of his research. He writes: 
I let it burn peacefully, for I see that that which burns is 
all fantasy -pictures of the life -of -Jesus theology, that is, the 
Christ according to the flesh. But the Christ according to the 
flesh is irrelevant for us; I do not know and do not care to 
know the inner secrets of the heart of Jesus.40 
In his very important essay, "The Significance of the His- 
torical Jesus for the Theology of Paul, "41 Bultmann has defined the 
"Christ according to the flesh" as the "historical Jesus." He argues 
that since faith is called into existence after and on the basis of 
the death and resurrection of Christ, and not before, Paul is indica- 
ting his lack of interest in the historical Jesus before the cross.42 
J. Louis Martyn has taken exception to Bultmann's lack of 
interest in the historical Jesus and argues that Paul is not con- 
trasting knowledge of XP l6TÓS KaTa 6ápKa with XplaTÓ5 KaTa rveûua as 
Bultmann is suggesting, but with XplaTÓ5 Kara 6Taupov as is seen in 
38Bultmann, "Is Jesus Risen as Goethe ?" 2112 cit., p. 231. 
39II Cor. 5:16, RSV. 
40Rudolf Bultmann, Essays: Philosophical and Theological, 
trans. by James C. G. Greig, London, 1966, p. 101. 
41Bultmann, Faith and Understanding, off. cit., pp. 220 -46. 
42Ibid., pp. 277 -ff. 
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the context of the passage.43 He says this indicates that some who 
have known Jesus before the cross could with pride proclaim this, but 
since his death there has come a new way of knowing him, i.e., 
according to the cross.44 Since the death of Jesus all things have 
to be seen in a different light. This does not do away with the 
Jesus before the cross, but indicates that that picture of Jesus is 
inadequate, especially in light of the cross. This does not mean 
that the former knowledge is irrelevant, only that it is incomplete 
until it is knowledge understood KaTá aTcup6v. 
Martyn writes: 
The essential failure of the Corinthians consists in their 
inflexible determination to live either before the cross (the 
super -apostles of II Corinthians) or after the cross (the 
Gnostics of I Corinthians) rather than in the cross.45 
He goes further and says that the new way of knowing is not in some 
"ethereal sense a spiritual way of knowing," but rather it is a way 
of knowing in the midst of everyday life (which he calls the 
"juncture of the Ages ") wherein by the cross the ". . . veil is 
taken away, the creation is new, the old has passed away, look!, the 
new has come. "46 
Hugh Anderson also counters Bultmann's interpretation of 
II Corinthians 5:16 and contends that Paul is not here denying the 
historicity of the life of Jesus: 
. . . but is refusing to seek the security of a historically 
accessible and verifiable Lord, and is expressing his openness 
to the encounter with His Person or Selfhood in the Christ of 
43J. Louis Martyn, "Epistemology at the Turn of the Ages: 
2 Corinthians 5:16," Christian History and Interpretation, ed. by 
W. R. Farmer, C. F. D. Moule, and R. R. Niebuhr, Cambridge, 1967, 
pp. 284 -5. 
44Ibid. 45Ibid., p. 285. 
46Ibid., p. 286. 
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faith.47 
Xavier Leon -Dufour agrees with Anderson that Paul is not deny- 
ing the historicity of Jesus and adds that since those in Corinth 
were maintaining "outdated forms" of knowledge of Jesus -- thereby 
restricting their knowledge of him, Paul insists that they should 
open themselves to "new forms of knowledge" belonging to the new 
order of creation (II Cor. 5:17).48 Paul, he adds, does not here 
reject knowledge of the "historical" Jesus, only that their knowledge 
of him should not be restricted to that alone. Such knowledge should 
. . open the path to that full knowledge of Christ as Lord which 
is given by the Holy Spirit. "49 He concludes: 
Paul did not set aside the historical Jesus in favour of a 
spiritual or mystical Christ; he knew only one Jesus, who was 
crucified, rose again and now lives for ever.50 
A summary of the above discussion is perhaps now in order. 
Bultmann has rejected the resurrection of Jesus of Nazareth from the 
grave and calls the notion incredible and absurd.51 However, he has 
maintained the importance of the resurrection for Christian faith. 
To the question, in what sense is belief in the resurrection of 
Jesus a basic ingredient of the Christian faith and indeed a distin- 
guishing mark for the Christian, Bultmann replies thusly: 
Christian faith in the resurrection believes that death is 
not swallowed up into the Nothing, but that the same God, who is 
always coming to us, also comes to us in our death. In this 
sense, faith in the resurrection is the criterion for whether 
47Hugh Anderson, "The Historical Jesus and the Origins of 
Christianity," Scottish Journal of Theology, 13:131, 1960. 
48Xavier Leon -Dufour, The Gospels and the Jesus of History, 
ed. and trans. by John McHugh, London, 1968, p. 59. 
49Ibid. 50Ibid. 
51Bultmann, "Is Jesus Risen as Goethe ?" óp_. cit., pp. 235 -7. 
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someone is a Christian or a non- Christian.52 
This response of Bultmann is again unsatisfactory since it does not 
answer the question of the origin of belief in the resurrection of 
Jesus. When asked what it means to believe in the resurrection of 
Jesus, Bultmann's response is equally evasive. It means ". . . to 
allow oneself to be encountered by the proclamation and to respond to 
it by faith. "53 It is clear from this and the above discussion that 
the resurrection, for Bultmann, has little to do with the resurrec- 
tion of the historical Jesus of Nazareth. The validity of this 
statement can only be gathered from an examination of his many state- 
ments on the matter, e.g., he writes that the Resurrection stories 
of the New Testament are ". . . the legendary concretization of the 
faith of the first Christian community in the risen Lord, the faith 
that God has exalted the crucified one as Lord. "54 
Enough has been shown to indicate the extent to which Bult- 
mann's historical presuppositions have consistently held sway in his 
interpretation of the resurrection of Jesus. The way Bultmann has 
described the Resurrection narratives brings to mind here a very 
52Ibid., p. 235. 
53Ibid. Can these statements be squared with his remark on a 
similar issue in his essay on TrloTE6w? Compare the above questions 
and Bultmann's responses with the following: "It is apparent that 
acknowledgement of Jesus as Lord is intrinsic to Christian faith 
along with acknowledgement of the miracle of His resurrection, i.e., 
acceptance of this miracle as true . . . . The resurrection is not 
just a remarkable event. It is a soteriological fact in virtue of 
which Jesus became the KÚpioS. This is self- evident, and other 
statements confirm it." Rudolf Bultmann, "TTTCTEÚW," Theological 
Dictionary of the New Testament, ed. by Gerhard Friedrich, trans. by 
Geoffrey W. Bromiley, Grand Rapids, 1968, VI, 209. There are times 
when Barth's well -known pun aimed at Bultmann seems appropriate: "I 
must confess I know of no contemporary theologian who has so much to 
say about understanding, or one which has so much cause to complain 
of being misunderstood." Barth, op. cit., pp. 83 -4. 
54Bultmann, "Is Jesus Risen as Goethe?" off. cit., p. 237. 
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discerning remark made by Xavier Leon -Dufour: 
The problem facing the historian is here at its most acute, 
since it is impossible for him to assess any evidence for the 
Resurrection without first making a personal option about the 
possibility of a man's rising to life from the grave.55 
Bultmann has rejected the historical Jesus as an object of 
faith; and, on the other hand, he has dismissed the resurrection of 
Jesus from the dead as a fact of history. The first he dismissed as 
irrelevant for faith -- except that Jesus lived and died, i.e., his 
"thatness " --and the latter because it is mythological. For Bultmann 
the basis for Christian faith is not a past event of history, but the 
present activity of God which comes during the preaching of the Word. 
His desire to maintain the paradoxical relation of Christian faith to 
a past event shows his awareness of the danger of Christian faith not 
being rooted in history, but even here he refuses to allow any ques- 
tions about how the act of God took place in Christ or what it was 
that happened on the cross. 
When Bultmann refuses to inquire into the relation of the 
historical Jesus to the Christ of the kerygma and when he admits that 
the Christ of faith in the earliest Christian preaching is a mytho- 
logical figure, one cannot help but ask who Bultmann's Christ is and 
what relation he has to the activity of God on the cross. Bultmann's 
Christ is in great danger of dissolving into a symbol or a cipher 
useful for Christian preaching, but not indispensable. 
Bultmann contends that he has not rejected the Christ event on 
the cross, but he is convinced that faith does not need to know what 
that event consists of or what it may have involved. Christian faith 
neither needs such information nor a resurrection from the dead as a 
55Leon- Dufour, off. cit., p. 254. 
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basis for faith. He is interested more in the results of Easter 
faith and will only allow that those results in the life of the 
believer have paradoxically some historical rootage, though what that 
historical element is is not of primary concern. One is free to 
speculate with the historian on the origins of Easter faith, but 
the matter is of little importance. 
Again it may be said that Bultmann has rejected the resurrec- 
tion of Jesus in its traditional sense first of all because his- 
torically it is incredible and without paralle1.56 Secondly, he 
rejects the resurrection of Jesus because it involves a nature -mira- 
cle which would put faith on the level of "sight," and again he 
rejects it because he claims there are so many contradictions con- 
tained within the Resurrection narratives that what really happened 
has been obscured.57 Above all, it is clear that Bultmann's his- 
torical presuppositions have led him to "demythologize" the resur- 
rection of Jesus of all of its mythical elements --the concretizing of 
the "other- worldly" message of Easter into the "this- worldly" pic- 
tures; and his philosophical presuppositions have led him to re- 
interpret it in terms of an existential self- understanding to be 
found only in the Easter proclamation. John Macquarrie's analysis 
of Bultmann's procedure is correct when he concludes that the com- 
plete acceptance of the historical assumptions by the theologian 
inevitably leads to an existential interpretation of the Resurrection 
56John Macquarrie has rightly criticized Bultmann at this 
point for his rejection and the ruling out of the possibility of a 
resurrection in advance of his investigation. Cf. John Macquarrie, 
The Scope of Demythologizing, London, 1955, p. 72. 
57It is difficult to see why he should add this point since 
he has eliminated the event already by his first two objections. 
Were there no problems of harmony, one cannot believe that Bultmann 
would accept the narratives as historical fact. 
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and the need to demythologize it.58 
II. THE HERE AND NOW CHARACTER OF THE RESURRECTION 
Another point which has been variously debated is Bultmann's 
view that the meaning of the resurrection of Jesus focuses on the 
here and now. Ian Henderson rightly describes this aspect in Bult- 
mann's interpretation of the Resurrection: 
Resurrection /for Bultmann% is something here and now. It is 
entering into a new dimension of existence, a being set free from 
the past and from guilt ap0 from care and being made open to 
one's fellow -men in love. 
For confirmation of this presentness of the Resurrection, 
Bultmann appeals to Paul's controversial passage in Romans 6:1 -11. 
He says that here Paul teaches that in the sacrament of baptism 
Christians participate in the death and resurrection of Christ.60 
The Resurrection, Bultmann says, is shown in its proper light in this 
passage. 
It is not simply that we shall walk with him in newness of 
life and be united with him in his resurrection (Rom. 6:4, ff.); 
we are already doing so here and now. "Even so reckon ye your- 
selves to be dead indeed to sin, but alive unto God in Jesus 
Christ" (Rom. 6:11).61 
Bultmann's interpretation of Romans 6, though not without 
merit, is far from what Paul intended his hearers to understand. 
Paul never intended his hearers to believe that the Resurrection was 
a present reality in the sense that their hope for the future resur- 
rection was already here. This is clear in the passage itself where 
58John Macquarrie, Twentieth -Century Religious Thought, Lon- 
don, 1971, pp. 362 -4. 
59Ian Henderson, Rudolf Bultmann, London, 1968, p. 35. 
60Bultmann, "New Testament and Mythology," 2_. cit., p. 40. 
61Ibid. 
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the future holds still more for the believer. The future has not 
been fully realized in the present. 
For if we have been united in the likeness of (his) death, we 
shall also be (united in his) resurrection. /gal T¡I VaOTá6Ew5 
'EóopEea./ We know that our old self was crucified with him so 
that the body of sin might be destroyed, (and) we may no longer 
be servants of sin. For he who has died has been set free from 
sin. But if we have died with Christ, we believe that we shall 
also live with him. /71oTEÚ0uEV ÓT1 Kal auolaouEV aiTw./ 
m. 6:5-U7 1- Ro 
For Paul the future has not yet been fully realized, though 
without a doubt there are blessings of salvation which are present 
realities for the believer, e.2., the work of the Spirit in the life 
of the believer as in Romans 8:14 -17. This work of God now in the 
life of the believer, however, does not do away with the hope of the 
resurrection which is yet future as is clear in Romans 8:18 -25. 
Accordingly, if that hope is realized in the present, then it is no 
longer hope! 
We know that the whole creation has been groaning in travail 
together until now; and not only the creation, but we ourselves, 
who have the first fruits of the Spirit, groan inwardly as we 
wait for the adoption as sons, the redemption of our bodies. 
For in this hope we were saved. Now hope that is seen is not 
hope. For who hopes for what he sees? But if we hope for what 
we do not see, we wait with patience for it. -(Rom. 8:22 -25). 
Although there are present benefits gleaned for the believer 
from the work of Christ, i.e., "the first fruits of the Spirit," 
this does not nullify the Christian's hope to be united also in 
Christ's resurrection from the dead. 
Bultmann is right to express the very important results of 
the act of God in Christ, but it is not a careful reading of Paul 
which says that the full benefits of God's work in Christ have been 
realized in the present. The work of God in the life of the 
believer is a guarantee of things to come; it is not the complete 
fulfillment (II Cor. 5:5). 
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One of the biggest problems with. Bultmann at this point is his 
desire to secure for the believer the results of the act of God in 
raising Christ from the dead apart from any act of God in raising him 
from the dead. In other words, he is interested only in the results 
of the event and not the event itself. Bultmann fails to accept that 
first of all the resurrection of Jesus was more than an experience of 
the disciples. Although he rightly sees that Easter has present 
benefits for the man of faith, he refuses to admit that the Resurrec- 
tion was something which happened first of all to Jesus of Nazareth. 
Bultmann's existentialist interpretation not only calls into 
question the actual fact of the Resurrection itself, but the existen- 
tial implications of Easter are released from their roots in his- 
torical fact. Although he does not entirely dispense with the 
historical Jesus of Nazareth, so that more than an "event of con- 
sciousness" in man is involved,62 the most impressive aspect of the 
Resurrection for him is the present experience and not the event 
itself. Bultmann does not hold to the event of the Resurrection 
except for its existential results in succeeding generations of 
Christians. 
Walter Künneth believes that Bultmann's understanding of the 
resurrection of Jesus is in fact a philosophical reinterpretation of 
the Christian faith, ". . . a metamorphosis of the theological con- 
tent of the resurrection reality. "63 Künneth is correct in saying 
that Bultmann's kerygma is no longer identical with that of the 
evangelists and apostles.64 Bultmann has for the most part released 
the Resurrection results in the life of the believer from their 
62Künneth, ap_. cit., p. 45. 63Ibid. 64Ibid. 
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moorings in history, an act which has the effect of making the impli- 
cations of Resurrection faith something of a "timeless truth," an 
interpretation which Bultmann has tried to avoid.65 One wonders how 
the Christian may become contemporary with Christ in his death and 
resurrection if the risen Lord ". . . as the historically crucified 
Jesus of Nazareth has not appeared on the scene at all as a reality 
in the past upon which salvation is based ? "66 It is not at all clear 
in Bultmann's discussion of Romans 6 how the Christian can be risen 
with Christ if Christ is not risen at all. 
III. THE "RISK" OF FAITH AND THE RESURRECTION 
One of the values of Bultmann's understanding of the Resur- 
rection is the point he makes about the risk of faith. He is right 
when he claims that Christian faith cannot buttress itself in the 
Resurrection by the faith of the first disciples and thereby elimi- 
nate the risk of faith which the Resurrection always involves.67 
In other words, there can be no way which makes faith a matter of 
sight.68 This must be admitted by all,69 but one wonders at the risk 
65Bultmann, Faith and Understanding, 92. cit., p. 32. 
66Künneth, 21. cit., p. 46. 
67Bultmann, "New Testament and Mythology," off. cit., p. 42. 
68This is true for Christians today, even though it was not so 
for the first disciples. They could see the continuity between the 
historical Jesus and the Christ of faith. Notice the dominant place 
of oîs in Acts 1:3. It is important for Christians today that the 
early Christians could testify to the reality of the Resurrection 
because they could see. Their "sight" is a part of the Christian 
proclamation which helps to guarantee to Christians in succeeding 
generations that faith is not based on the mere wishes of Jesus' 
faithful followers. The kerygma also includes the fact that Jesus 
appeared to his disciples after his death, but this will be discussed 
in more detail in the last chapter of this thesis. 
69Wolfhart Pannenberg has made a significant attempt to do 
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of faith for Bultmann since he has eliminated the Resurrection as an 
event which happened to Jesus. This event of Jesus, however, was a 
major part of the faith of the early Christian community. The ele- 
ment of risk in faith has to do precisely with the fact that the 
proclamation is based upon God's unique activity in history in the 
person of Jesus. Bultmann's desire to maintain the element of risk 
for faith, however, is commendable. 
IV. THE NATURE OF THE RESURRECTION OF JESUS IN THE NEW TESTAMENT 
Bultmann's denial of the Resurrection has been centered upon 
his rejection of the notion of the resuscitation of a dead body. 
Referring to Karl Jaspers, Bultmann states quite clearly, "He is as 
convinced as I am that a corpse cannot come back to life or rise 
from the grave . . "7O This is but one place where Bultmann seems 
to say that the New Testament teaching of the resurrection of Jesus 
is merely a resuscitation of a corpse. However, is this what the New 
Testament teaches? George Ladd disagrees with Bultmann and argues 
that even if the objection of Bultmann were valid- -i.e., that a 
resuscitation of a corpse is incredible, ". . . it carries no weight, 
for the New Testament nowhere pictures Jesus' resurrection as the 
resuscitation of a corpse but as the emergence within time and space 
this very thing by arguing historically for the resurrection of 
Jesus. Cf. Wolfhart Pannenberg, Jesus --God and Man, trans. by Lewis 
L. Wilkins and Duane A. Priebe, London, 1970; but as will be shown 
subsequently in Chapter VII, this attempt cannot be justified. If 
Christians could prove the Resurrection apart from faith, then it 
would no longer be an article of faith. Note, for example, John 
20:29. 
70Rudolf Bultmann, "The Case for Demythologizing," Kerygma 
and Myth, ed. by Hans -Werner Bartsch, trans. by Reginald H. Fuller, 
London, 1962, II,184; cf. also Bultmann, "New Testament and Myth- 
ology," op. cit., p. 8. 
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of a new order of life. "71 The resurrection of Jesus was signifi- 
cantly more than a simple return to life from the grave as is clear 
in all of the Easter traditions. This subject will be discussed in 
more detail in Chapter VII, but it must be noted here that even if 
Ladd were able to prove his point about the nature of the resurrec- 
tion of Christ, surely Bultmann would reject it since Ladd's view 
still involves a nature miracle. 
V. THE EXALTATION OF JESUS ON THE CROSS 
Bultmann claims that Jesus was "exalted" on the cross and not 
in a resurrection from the dead. In his dialogue with Der Spiegel, 
he denies that this view is inconsistent with the New Testament 
teaching on the subject. He explained: 
Perhaps it would be useful to point out here that the Gospel 
of John uses the word "exaltation" in a double sense: the exal- 
tation of Jesus on the cross is at the same time his exaltation 
into the realization of Easter faith.72 
Whatever else Bultmann meant here is not expanded upon, but here it 
is clear that he makes Jesus of Nazareth the exalted Lord by means of 
the cross,73 rather than by the resurrection from the dead. Does 
this shed some light on the place of Jesus in Bultmann's theology? 
He does speak of the exaltation of Jesus by his death on the cross 
71George Eldon Ladd, "The Resurrection of Jesus Christ," 
Christian Faith and Modern Theology, ed. by Carl F. H. Henry, New 
York, 1964, p. 272. 
72Bultmann, "Is Jesus Risen as Goethe ?" óp. cit., p. 237. 
73Bultmann, when explaining the need for the thatness of 
Jesus, says there must be maintained in this assertion the paradox 
". . . that a historical figure, the person of Jesus of Nazareth, is 
at the same time the eschatological figure, the Lord Jesus Christ." 
Ibid., p. 231. 
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elsewhere,74 but he is certainly not clear in what he means. What- 
ever Bultmann's comments on the exaltation of Jesus on the cross may 
mean, it seems clear that they do not mean that Jesus of Nazareth is 
the exalted Lord who meets us in the kerygma. If this is an inac- 
curate statement, then Bultmann is surely to blame since he makes 
such broad sweeping pronouncements against any interest in Jesus of 
Nazareth as having significance for faith. He also makes a number of 
obscure statements about Jesus' relation to the Christ of faith. He 
does, however, plead his case for the connection of faith to the 
cross of the historical Jesus in his response to Julius Schniewind: 
To ignore the connection between faith on the one hand and the 
cross of Christ75 as a past event on the other would certainly 
mean surrendering the confession and the kerygma. But that was 
not at all my meaning /intentionl. What I am concerned with is 
the "historic" significance of the unique /éinmaligkeit = once - 
for- allness7 event of past history, in virtue of which it pos- 
sesses eschatolo ical significance although it is a unique event 
of past history./6 
In appears as though Bultmann believes 
that Jesus of Nazareth was exalted on the cross and is the Christ of 
the kerygma. He writes: 
The cross is not an isolated event, as though it were the end 
of Jesus, which needed the resurrection subsequently to preserve 
it. When he suffered death, Jesus was already the Son of God, 
74Bultmann, Theology of the New Testament, off. cit., pp. 45, 
82 -3. 
75Jesus of Nazareth is to be understood here since this would 
not be an adequate response to Schniewind's criticism otherwise. Cf. 
Burton H. Throckmorton, The New Testament and Mythology, London, 
1960, p. 50. 
76Rudolf Bultmann, "Reply to Thesis of J. Schniewind," Kerygma 
and Myth, ed. by Hans -Werner Bartsch, trans. by Reginald H. Fuller, 
New York, 1961, I, 110. But what does Bultmann mean by a "unique" 
event of past history? Does not history confirm that other cruci- 
fixions took place? What makes this one unique as an event of the 
past? Why did God choose to act in this event? It seems that Bult- 
mann is inconsistent at this point in his attempt to relate the his- 
torical Jesus to the kerygma. 
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and his death by itself was the victory over the power of 
death.77 
However, how can this be harmonized with his famous /infamous 
statement in the same essay where he states: 
If the Christ who died such a death /ón the crosj was the 
pre- existent Son of God, what could death mean for him? 
Obviously very little if he knew he would rise again in three 
days!78 
Here it seems as though Bultmann says one thing in one place and 
something else in another. Did Jesus of Nazareth die as the Son of 
God? Was he exalted on the cross? What was the actual fate of Jesus 
after death? What does Bultmann mean by exaltation? He is not at 
all clear at this point. 
VI. THE UNITY OF THE CROSS AND THE RESURRECTION 
Bultmann is correct in recognizing the cross and the resurrec- 
tion of Jesus as a unity in the New Testament, i.e., that they are 
inseparable one from the other in the Christian proclamation (Rom. 
4:25). Also, it is true as he indicates that the Resurrection is --in 
part at least --a way of pointing to the significance of the cross for 
faith as the event of salvation.79 This should not be considered any 
concession, since the Resurrection is closely tied to the death of 
Jesus in the early Christian proclamation (I Cor. 15:3 -8; Rom. 
77Bultmann, "New Testament and Mythology," op. cit., pp. 38 -9. 
78Ibid., p. 8. 
79This is not to deny, as Bultmann does, that the crucifixion 
and the Resurrection can have independent meanings. They do not con- 
stitute one event plus an interpretation as he says. The New Testa- 
ment shows th-E emphasis of being crucified with Christ in his death 
in Romans 6 as being separate from the experience of new life which 




Bultmann, however, carries his assertion beyond the truth that 
the cross and the resurrection are an inseparable unity81 and con- 
cludes that they form only one ". . . single indivisible cosmic 
event . . . . "82 The Resurrection is not a subsequent event--say 
three days later --to the cross. "Indeed," writes Bultmann, "faith in 
the resurrection is really the same thing as faith in the saving 
efficacy of the cross, faith in the cross as the cross of Christ. "83 
He insists the cross and Resurrection are always proclaimed together, 
and they should not and cannot be separated. 
Bultmann believes that the first preachers of the Gospel had 
lived in personal intercourse with the historical Jesus, and because 
of this the cross was an experience of their lives. Because of this, 
he says that the cross ". . . presented them with a question and 
disclosed to them its meaning. "84 But what is meant by this? Bult- 
mann answers by saying that the Resurrection is the interpretation 
(or meaning) of the cross which was disclosed to them while Jesus 
was on the cross. He holds that if the Resurrection were an event 
80Bultmann denies that I Corinthians 15:3 -8 is kerygma in his 
"Reply to . . . Schniewind," op. cit., p. 112. Thus, accepting that 
what encounters the Christian in the kerygma is the Easter testimony 
of the disciples, Bultmann states emphatically, "But I cannot accept 
I Corinthians 15:3 -8 as kerygma." However, in his essay on 70..T1ÿ 
and 716TEÚW he openly admits that this passage is kerygma! Explain- 
ing the content of faith, he uses this very passage. "In I C. 15:11 
Paul says: o5Twç KnpiOOPEV Kaì o5TwS é71GTE6QTE with reference to 
the Eúa-yy aiov (v. 1) which includes'Ev Trpwroiç (v. 3) the fact that 
Christ died for our sins, that He was buried, that on the third day 
He was raised again, and that He bore witness to himself as the risen 
Lord." Cf. Bultmann, "716TEÚw," loc. cit. Bultmann even appears to 
accept the kerygmatic force of 6T11 as designating kerygma (cf. p. 
210) which, of course, many scholars do. Cf. Hugh Anderson, Jesus 
and Christian Origins, New York, 1964, pp. 211 -2. 
81Bultmann, "New Testament and Mythology," off. cit., p. 38. 
82Ibid., p. 39. 83Ibid., p. 41. 84Ibid., p. 38. 
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subsequent to the cross, then one would have to raise the historical 
question of how the Resurrection could vindicate the saving efficacy 
of the cross. He does not deny that the resurrection of Jesus was 
preached as such by the early Church (Acts 2), but claims that such 
a procedure would subject Christian faith to historical verifica- 
tion.85 Bultmann calls the Resurrection itself an object of faith 
and asserts that one can neither prove the efficacy of one faith 
statement by another,86 nor subject Christian faith to the changing 
whims of historical criticism. The Resurrection, then, according to 
Bultmann is not an historical event, but an article of faith in the 
saving efficacy of the cross.87 
He is indeed correct in maintaining that the Resurrection 
cannot be for us a "miraculous proof" of the saving efficacy of the 
cross even though it obviously was for the first disciples. However, 
for Bultmann, all events of history are subject to historical 
inquiry, and it would be unthinkable to submit Christian faith to the 
critical analysis of the historian. For him, the only event of his- 
tory, as Schniewind clearly indicates, is the beginning of the dis- 
ciples' faith in the Resurrection.88 
Again, Bultmann is right when he states that the historian can 
neither prove nor reconstruct the resurrection of Jesus Christ to any 
degree of certainty within his framework of cause and effect events. 
However, does it necessarily follow then that this event did not or 
could not occur? Is not Bultmann's confidence in the historical 
85For Bultmann all events of history are subject to confirma- 
tion by historical research. 
86Bultmann, 2E. cit., pp. 40, 42. 87Ibid., pp. 41 -2. 
88Schniewind, óp. cit., p. 69. 
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method of inquiry, as Schniewind suggests, standing in the way and 
usurping the place of the primitive kerygma ?89 
Along with the above question, how has the cross "disclosed 
its meaning" to the first disciples? All of the Easter testimonies 
point to something which lies beyond the cross which could not, by 
any stretch of the reports, be called a mere interpretation of the 
cross. Even John, whom Bultmann says places the exaltation of Jesus 
in the cross, has found it necessary in his gospel to give witness to 
an event which followed the death and burial of Jesus and which 
occurred on the "first day of the week" (Jn. 20:1). Why? If the 
meaning of Jesus' death was disclosed in the cross, why do all of the 
evangelists report otherwise? J. W. D. Smith is right when he says 
that the cross could hardly have disclosed its meaning to the disci- 
ples ". . . unless it had been followed by an objective experience 
which assured them of Jesus' victory over death. "90 The cross 
brought defeat and cowardice to the disciples, not victory and tri- 
umph. The meaning of the cross certainly was disclosed to them, but 
not in the cross; it was disclosed only in the resurrection of Jesus. 
As Throckmorton has correctly shown, Bultmann knows only of the 
dying of Christ and the response of the believers; but Paul speaks of 
two events, not one.91 The second of these events is the one which 
Paul believes disclosed the meaning of the former. Throckmorton 
rightly contends that if Christ were not raised from the dead, then 
the future becomes uncertain for the Christian who dies with Christ, 
89lbid., p. 73. 
90J. W. D. Smith, "The Resurrection of Christ: Myth or His- 
tory?" Expository Times, 72:373, Spring, 1961. 
91Throckmorton, oa. cit., p. 205. 
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and it is in fact only an illusion.92 
Although it is true that the cross and resurrection of Jesus 
are inseparable in the proclamation of the Gospel -- neither event in 
itself is adequate for a correct understanding of Christian faith, 
historically they are two separate events. This view is found in all 
four Gospels, the early Acts speeches, and in Paul (I Cor. 15:3 -5). 
It is correct to say that the cross is meaningless in itself and only 
forms a sad ending to a once brilliant career of a man from Nazareth, 
but the resurrection of Jesus gave a new understanding to the early 
Christians of the significance of the death of Jesus. In the earli- 
est Christian community, the resurrection of Jesus, and not his 
death, was the primary focus of preaching (Acts 2, 3, 4, 5, etc.). 
As the Church's theology developed, the significance of the death of 
Christ became more and more recognized (I Cor. 15:3; Rom. 5:10; 
II Cor. 5:14 -15). It is true that the resurrection of Jesus inter- 
preted the significance of his death to the early Christian commun- 
ity, but this does not thereby indicate that it is the same event or 
yet simply an understanding of the saving efficacy of the cross. 
The death and resurrection of Jesus form a unity in the 
kerygma of the Church, but the Church has never considered them as 
one historical event. Together they form the basis for God's act in 
Christ in providing salvation; and in this sense, and only in this 
sense, can it be claimed that they together form one salvation event. 
Historically they are separated by a space of a few days.93 
92Ibid. 
93The precise length of the "after three days" is not known. 
It is probable that the "third day" simply means within a short 
period of time. 
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VII. FURTHER COMMENT AND SUMMARY 
In the beginning of this chapter, this writer set out to give 
an exposition of Bultmann's understanding of Easter showing how his 
well -known rejection of the resurrection of Jesus as an event of 
history is the logical outcome of his understanding of history and 
the activity of God which he describes in terms of existentialist 
philosophy. Although Bultmann's understanding of history is similar 
to that of the liberal scholars who preceded him,94 Bultmann takes 
exception to them in part when he argues that man is an existential 
being who decides his future and whose existence is not determined 
by the laws of causal necessity. 
Bultmann's concept of history has been shaped in part by an 
existentialist understanding of man. For him, man can live authen- 
tically, i.e., being freed from the past and open to decide for the 
future; or he can live inauthentically, i.e., his existence is deter- 
mined by the course of events which come his way. The ability to 
live authentically, however, comes through freedom from one's past 
which is attained only by submission to the call of God which comes 
through the preaching of the cross of Christ. 
The Gospel, for Bultmann, offers man an opportunity for a new 
understanding of himself which allows him to live authentically in 
freedom. However, the existential understanding in the Gospel is 
clothed with mythology, the trappings of an outdated world view in 
which the New Testament writers tried to conceptualize in a pre - 
rational period this existential self- understanding. It becomes the 
94Both hold to the closed causal nexus as well as the other 
assumptions of historiography developed by the nineteenth -century 
positivists. 
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task of the theologian therefore to extricate the New Testament proc- 
lamation from the myth which surrounds it. This is done by "demyth- 
ologizing," or interpreting, the myth in existentialist categories. 
It now becomes clear that Bultmann's understanding of history 
determines for him what is myth, and his existentialist understanding 
decides for him how that myth is to be interpreted. The difference 
here between Bultmann and the liberal theologians who preceded him is 
that even though both agree that the supernatural trappings of the 
New Testament are mythological, Bultmann has not dismissed the myth 
from the New Testament proclamation as his predecessors did; but 
instead he has interpreted it existentially. 
The importance of all of this for understanding Bultmann's 
conception of Easter is clear. It is his understanding of history 
which has led him to conclude that the resurrection of Jesus from the 
dead was not an event of history, but rather a mythological expres- 
sion which interprets the significance of the cross of Christ. He 
has interpreted the Resurrection in existentialist categories 
stressing, however, the Easter faith of the disciples. He has 
focused upon the existential benefits of Easter for the disciples and 
contends that the new self -understanding which they received is 
available to modern man through the preaching of the early Church's 
kerygma. Bultmann has not, however, demythologized the resurrection 
of Jesus; he has dismissed it and in turn emphasized the Easter faith 
of the disciples and the existential benefits which their preaching 
has for modern man. Bultmann has failed to explain the existential 
benefits of Easter for Jesus. He does speak of the exaltation of 
Jesus on the cross, however; but what is meant by this is not at all 
clear. Easter faith is for Bultmann the true existential understand- 
ing of the cross, but he does not include the resurrection of Jesus. 
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Faith in the Resurrection ". . . is really the same thing as faith in 
the saving efficacy of the cross . . . "95 
Bultmann is convinced that Easter faith means the same for us 
as it did for the first disciples96 although one cannot help but won- 
der how he can make this statement. He admits that Easter faith 
means ". . . the self- attestation of the risen Lord, the act of God 
in which the redemptive event of the cross is completed . . .; "97 but 
how can this be true if Jesus did not rise from the grave? For the 
early disciples the self- attestation of the risen Lord was through 
his resurrection from the dead (Acts 2), not a new understanding of 
the cross which was disclosed to the disciples in the cross itself.98 
Bultmann believes that the mention of the Resurrection in the 
New Testament is ". . . simply an attempt to convey the meaning of 
the cross. "99 The Resurrection stories are expressions of the new 
faith of the disciples which point to the meaning of the cross. It 
is the Easter faith of the disciples --which produced the Easter 
stories --which points to the significance of the cross of Christ. 
Since ". . . the cross posed a question for the disciples and 
disclosed to them its meaning," it is clear that this "disclosure" 
is the basis of Easter faith and explains why Bultmann can say that 
the cross and resurrection of Christ form ". . . a single, indivisi- 
ble cosmic event. .100 For these reasons one can only speak of the 
"meaning" of Easter for Bultmann, and it is this meaning which he 
believes opens up for men the possibility of authentic life.101 
Again it must be objected that Bultmann has only interpreted 
95Bultmann, óp. cit., p. 41, italics his. 96lbid., p. 42. 
97lbid. 98lbid., p. 38. 99lbid. 100Ibid. 
101Ibid., p. 39. 
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the cross of Christ and not the Resurrection. The New Testament is 
quite clear that the resurrection of Jesus was a separate event from 
the cross. This is seen in the early proclamation of the Church when 
it claims that Christ was raised "the third day" (I Cor. 15:4). It 
was the resurrection of Christ and not the cross which formed the 
basis of the earliest Christian preaching. In fact, the cross of 
Christ played a minimal role in the Church's proclamation at first, 
and the resurrection of Jesus received the primary attention (Acts 
2:14 -36; 3:12 -26; 4:8 -12, 33; Rom. 10:9, 10). Only later in the 
Church's developing theology was the death of Jesus reported to have 
had significance for Christian faith (Rom. 5:8, 9; II Cor. 5:15; 
I Tim. 2:5, 6; Gal. 3:13). 
Bultmann is right to emphasize the existential benefits of 
Easter faith, but not to the exclusion of the Easter event. The 
resurrection of Jesus was never an interpretation of the meaning of 
the cross but an event through which the early Church believed that 
Jesus of Nazareth had been vindicated and exalted (Acts 2:32 -36). 
One may again turn to Bultmann's theological procedure and 
see another reason for his denial of the resurrection of Jesus from 
the grave. Since all historical events are of the same order within 
the causal nexus of the universe and are in principle capable of his- 
torical examination, he must therefore reject the resurrection of 
Jesus not only because this event violates the modern world view of 
the universe, but more especially it cannot be verified through that 
historical method. The kerygma of Christian faith has its roots in 
history, according to Bultmann, but the only aspect of the kerygma 
which can be verified historically is the cross. 
Again, since God's activity is within history and does not 
disrupt its causal connections, it is easy for Bultmann to confess 
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the act of God in the cross of Christ since the cross is both mean- 
ingful as an event of history, i.e., it can be examined by the criti- 
cal historian as an historisch event, and yet does not disclose God's 
hidden activity to neutral observation. Although the historisch 
connections of the cross are clear to the historian, its 
geschichtlich significance is not. The hidden activity of God is 
revealed only in the preaching of the cross. 
If, on the other hand, the Resurrection were an event of his- 
tory, the act of God would not be hidden to the neutral observer; 
and this would in turn destroy the concept of Christian faith, i.e., 
that the Christian could walk by sight and not by faith. Since for 
Bultmann all events of history are capable of historical verifica- 
tion, theoretically the historian would then be able to prove the act 
of God in history and reduce faith to sight. Such an act would allow 
the historian to substantiate the claims of Christ by showing that 
Christ had been raised from the dead. This procedure would compel 
the skeptic to believe in Christ and thereby destroy the possibility 
of decision.102 Theologically then, according to Bultmann, an event 
involving the resurrection of Jesus would also nullify Christian 
faith, the hiddenness of God's activity, and the possibility of 
decision. 
Both historically and theologically, the resurrection of Jesus 
is for Bultmann untenable. He has therefore reduced the resurrection 
of Jesus to the existential implications of the cross of Christ. 
In this way, the hiddenness of God's activity is preserved because it 
allows an historisch event in which God is at work to remain ambig- 
102Ibid., pp. 38-42. 
98 
uous to the neutral observer. Faith is preserved and the world view 
of modern man --which demands a closed causal nexus --is undisturbed. 
It is only by faith in the word of preaching that the cross is seen 
to have existential significance for man. 
One of the major problems with Bultmann's whole procedure is 
that it does not explain historically how the cross became a symbol 
of victory for the early Church. It does not clarify how the cross 
disclosed its meaning to the disciples. Bultmann recognizes this 
problem, but he refuses to allow faith to ask the question. 
It would be wrong_at this point to raise again the problem of 
how this preaching /of the cross% arose historically, as though 
that could vindicate its truth. That would be to tie our faith 
in the Word of God to the results of historical research.103 
Bultmann acknowledges that the New Testament tries to answer the his- 
torical question of how Christian faith arose, but he rejects that 
explanation because it involves an "incredible" event. Again, it can 
be seen that Bultmann has not interpreted the resurrection of Jesus, 
but neglected it. 
It is clear that loyalty to his understanding of history, the 
activity of God, and Christian faith have led Bultmann to his inter- 
pretation of Easter; but how does this interpretation square with the 
New Testament itself? It has been shown that Bultmann has not as yet 
interpreted (demythologized) the Resurrection narratives; indeed, he 
shows very little interest in them at all. They are for Bultmann 
legendary concretizations of the earlier Easter faith which disclosed 
the meaning of the cross of Christ. His negative criticism of the 
narratives and lack of interest in them are products of his already 
developed understanding of history and the activity of God. 
103Ibid., p. 41. 
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In closing, it must be noted again that there exists for Bult- 
mann an historical problem to which he has not yet addressed himself. 
This is the fact that the earliest Christian kerygma of the Church 
did not proclaim the significance of the cross, but it was the resur- 
rection of Jesus which formed the basis of their preaching. Although 
he clearly saw that there are existential results from Easter faith 
for the man of faith, he has not allowed that the Easter results were 
based upon an Easter event which for the early Church was a separate 
event from the cross. Bultmann's failure to interpret correctly the 
kerygma at this point can be directly related to his excess of confi- 
dence in the historical method which has been shown repeatedly 
throughout this discussion. 
Because he has adopted this concept of history, which all will 
agree is completely foreign to that of the biblical writers ,104 it is 
inevitable that his conclusions regarding the Easter event will not 
be in line with those of the biblical writers. 
Bultmann's concern for communicating his faith to modern man 
has rightly forced him to examine his understanding of history, but 
he has chosen to follow that contemporary understanding of history 
which views all events of history in an unbroken chain of cause and 
effect events. The results of this procedure upon his interpretation 
of Easter and Christian origins are significant. He found that he 
could no longer center faith upon a mythological event or figure of 
history. That was no longer an option for him. On the other hand, 
he knew quite well from the labors of his predecessors that the 
"Jesus of history," i.e., the Jesus whom the historian could recon- 
104This view of history will be examined in detail in Chapter 
U. 
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struct from the past also was an inadequate basis for Christian 
faith. What is the alternative in this dilemma? Bultmann chose to 
reinterpret the mythology of the New Testament in terms of existen- 
tialist categories. In doing this he chartered a new and radical 
course for theology. He argued that what the writers of the New 
Testament intended by the myth they wrote was to convey a new self - 
understanding. For this reason Bultmann believes that it is proper 
to interpret the myth existentially. The result of this procedure, 
however, as has been shown, has not been to clarify the message of 
the New Testament, but to clothe it in further obscurity. 
For the above reasons, it is imperative that the problems 
which history poses for Christian faith be re- examined and a way 
found which will allow for a meaningful confession in the risen Lord. 
This will be done in part in Chapter V. It is also necessary to re- 
examine the Easter traditions and to find a path through them which 
will lead to a more meaningful understanding of Christian origins as 
well as do justice to the New Testament kerygma. This task is not an 
easy one; but if the presentation of Christian faith is to be mean- 
ingful to modern man and yet faithful to its biblical traditions, one 
must again approach and make some sense of the narratives of the 
resurrection of Jesus. In the next chapter Bultmann's understanding 
of the Resurrection narratives will be presented together with an 
alternative interpretation of their basic message. 
CHAPTER IV 
BULTMANN AND THE RESURRECTION NARRATIVES 
Although Bultmann claims that the Resurrection narratives are 
filled with legend and myth, he does not dismiss them altogether; and 
in many of his works he expresses his views on the narratives, men- 
tioning especially their problems of harmony and their possible ori- 
gin. For the purpose of understanding the origins of Easter faith, 
however, he states quite plainly that the Resurrection narratives are 
at such odds with each other that only confusion could arise; and, in 
fact, the Resurrection narratives are of little help whatever in 
explaining how Easter faith arose.' In light of this, it would be 
helpful to see if Bultmann derives this understanding from a careful 
investigation of the New Testament or from his historical assump- 
tions.2 
In this chapter the center of discussion will be directed 
toward the basic question of what the Resurrection narratives say 
about the origins of Easter faith, but the examination here is also 
intended to provide a basis for understanding some of the difficult 
problems in the narratives which will be discussed in more detail in 
Chapters VI and VII. This analysis of the Easter traditions will 
examine the origins and lines of development within these traditions 
as well as the primary message of each. After this, special atten- 
1Rudolf Bultmann, Theology of the New Testament, trans. by 
Kendrick Grobel, London, 1970 -1, I, 45. 
2Certainly, as will be shown, there are a number of confusing 
problems in the narratives which defy harmonization; but are these so 
great, as Bultmann would claim, as to take away from the central 
message each evangelist is presenting in his narrative? This ques- 
tion will be discussed more fully in Chapters VI and VII. 
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tion will be given to the empty tomb and appearance stories with a 
view toward answering some of Bultmann's negative criticisms of the 
Resurrection narratives. 
The following discussion will begin first of all with a focus 
on each of the primary Resurrection traditions beginning with 
I Corinthians 15, then the Synoptics, and concluding with John. 
After that an attempt will be made to analyze the Easter traditions 
in light of their two primary kinds of narratives, i.e., stories 
centered around the empty tomb and stories of the appearances. 
I. I CORINTHIANS 15 
It is commonly accepted by most scholars that the brief Resur- 
rection narrative in I Corinthians 15 is the earliest account of the 
Resurrection appearances of Jesus and the most important Easter tes- 
timony of the early Christian Church in the New Testament. I Corin- 
thians 15 was written earlier than any of the Gospels although, as 
Ulrich Wilckens argues, it by no means follows that this passage is 
earlier in its historical origins than, say, the traditions behind 
Mark 16:1 -8. He believes that this passage, excluding verse 8b, is 
the oldest Easter testimony, not only from a literary standpoint, but 
also from the point of the history in the tradition.3 Be that as it 
may, one is certainly on a more sure footing by claiming that the 
Pauline tradition in I Corinthians 15 is the oldest written account 
of the resurrection of Jesus,4 and in it Paul presents a tradition 
3Ulrich Wilckens, "The Tradition -history of the Resurrection 
of Jesus," The Significance of the Message of the Resurrection for 
Faith in Jesus Christ, ed. by C. F. D. Moule, London, 1968, p. 71. 
4This is true, unless of course one includes the very early 
kerygmatic statements in the New Testament, e.g., I Thess. 1:10, Rom. 
10:9, Gal. 1:1, etc., of the resurrection of Jesus. Such passages, 
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(Trapáôuciç) which he received (Trapáaßov) and passed on to the Corin- 
thians prior to the writing of that epistle (15:1 -3). The Gospel 
(EUayyEalov, vs. 1) which Paul preached to the Corinthians and which 
he himself received is found in verses 3 -5, though it may have 
included parts of verses 6 -8.5 In this rather brief summary of the 
Gospel, Paul omits several aspects found in the later Gospel Resur- 
rection narratives, chiefly, the empty -tomb stories and the appear- 
ance of Christ to the women /woman;6 and because of this Bultmann is 
led to conclude that the later Resurrection narratives found in the 
Gospels were expanded into their present form to meet the apologetic 
needs of the growing Christian community, e.1., the story of the 
guard at the tomb, Matthew 27:62 -66; 28:4, 11 -15.7 At any rate, 
because this passage was quite clearly written by Paul, and because 
however, are not so much accounts or narratives of the resurrection 
of Jesus as they are early proclamations which were used perhaps in 
catichetical instruction. R. Brown classifies these as "one- member" 
formulas in which only the resurrection of Jesus is indicated and not 
the preliminaries such as his death or burial. Cf. Raymond E. Brown, 
The Virginal Conception and Bodily Resurrection of Jesus, New York, 
1973, p. 78. 
5The use of ÓT1 and the balanced structure in vv. 3 -5, i.e., 
"that Christ died," "and that he was buried," "and that he was 
raised," "and that he appeared," indicate that at least this much was 
in mind when Paul spoke of the Gospel and the tradition which he 
received. It could be that Paul's use of Kaf here (vv. 3 -5) and its 
cessation after vs. 5 indicates that this is all Paul had in mind; 
but the presence of Ella ETiElTa Ella ÉTiElTa in vv. 
5 -7 probably indicates that the tradition to which he is referring 
should include these verses too (though they may well be another tra- 
dition which the Apostle is combining with vv. 3 -5). Probably the 
E lAV of TrAEfoVEs p \)oUalV Éws ápTl, T1VÉS ÔÉ ÉKolplOnaav of vs. 6 
was not a part of the tradition /traditions handed down to Paul. 
6The Gospels make no mention of the appearance to the "above 
500 brethren" to which Paul refers here or to the appearance to James 
either. This might indicate that the tradition which Paul received 
included only vv. 3 -5 which is found in narrative form in all four 
Gospels. More will be said about this in Chapter VII. 
7Rudolf Bultmann, The History of the Synoptic Tradition, 
trans. by John Marsh, Oxford, 1968, pp. 290 -1. 
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it undoubtedly has roots in a primitive Christian tradition earlier 
than Paul,8 it is a helpful indicator of the basic understanding of 
the resurrection of Jesus in the early Christian community.9 Using 
the Book of Acts as a guide, most scholars date the writing of I 
Corinthians somewhere between A.D. 52 and A.D. 56 or 57.10 By 
accepting the Acts estimate for the length of Paul's ministry in 
Ephesus (19:8, 10), it is possible to date the epistle somewhere 
around the spring of A.D. 55.11 Hans von Campenhausen, however, 
accepts a date of around A.D. 56 to 57 and adds that Paul received' 
the tradition (vv. 3 -8) as early as five to ten years from the time 
of the event itself.12 He reasons that this tradition was taught to 
the Corinthians earlier and was the foundation pillar of Paul's 
preaching wherever he preached. He adds that this tradition is not 
8Hans von Campenhausen believes that Paul "received" it 
within five or ten years from the event itself. Cf. Hans von 
Campenhausen, Tradition and Life in the Church, trans. by A. V. 
Littledale, London, 1968, p. 44. 
9This does not necessarily mean that Paul's theology of the 
resurrection body expressed in this chapter is a product of the 
earliest Christian Church, but only that the tradition which Paul 
calls upon for support of his argument in I Corinthians 15, i.e., the 
message that the dead do rise and have a bodily existence after 
death, precedes Paul and goes back to an earlier time than when Paul 
wrote this passage. Bultmann is convinced that there is a clear 
break between the earliest Church in Palestine and the one estab- 
lished on Hellenistic soil subsequently. This "break" is basically 
in theology, and he contends that Paul's theology ". . . is a new 
structure, and that indicates nothing else than that Paul has his 
place within Hellenistic Christianity." Bultmann, Theology of the 
New Testament, op. cit., p. 189. 
10Robert M. Grant accepts the earlier of these dates (cf. A 
Historical Introduction to the New Testament, London, 1963, pp. 172- 
3), and Hans von Campenhausen suggest the latter (von Campenhausen, 
loc. cit.). 
11S. M. Gilmour, "First Corinthians," The Interpreter's Dic- 
tionary of the Bible, ed. by George Arthur Buttrick, New York, 1962, 
I, 692. 
12von Campenhausen, loc. cit. 
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only an old one, but also a long- formed one probably formalized for 
purposes of preservation.13 If this is so, then it can be argued 
that at a fairly early date the kerygma of the early Church was 
formed and passed on in either oral or written form. That this form 
was a well -fixed tradition of the early Church can also be implied 
from (1) the use of OT1 in verses 3 -5 which elsewhere points to tra- 
ditional kerygma (e.g., Romans 10:9, 10), and (2) from the parallel 
structure of verses 3 -714 which shows signs of possible liturgical 
use in the early churches. 
Most scholars have also seen the crucial importance of this 
passage not only because it points to the earliest understanding of 
the Easter event, but also because it is the only narrative in the 
New Testament written by one who claims to be an eyewitness to the 
resurrection of Jesus. Bultmann, too, has seen the significance of 
this passage for a discussion of the resurrection of Christ and has 
in part given his interpretation of it in his critique of Karl 
Barth's book on I Corinthians as well as in several places in his 
Theology of the New Testament. Viewing the chapter as a whole, Bult- 
mann correctly sees that Paul's primary focus is upon the reality of 
the Christian's existence before God.15 Bultmann also recognizes the 
13lbid. 
14Notice the balance in vv. 3 -5, "died . . . buried, raised 
. . . appeared." Each of the four verbs is introduced by`óT1, and 
the last three verbs are joined with the preceding statement by Kaf. 
Notice, too, that the appearances come first to Peter, then the 
twelve, followed by the five hundred. Then, as if to start another 
unit, Christ appears to James, then to all the apostles, followed by 
Paul. Were there two basic groups of appearances: to Peter then to 
the twelve, and to James then the other apostles? Is Paul linking 
together two well -known appearance traditions here? 
15Rudolf Bultmann, Faith and Understanding, ed. by Robert W. 
Funk, trans. by Louise Pettibone Smith, London, 1966, pp. 81 -2. 
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importance of the development of Paul's argument from the kerygmatic 
section of this chapter in verses 1 -11, i.e., because Christ is risen, 
the believer too can look forward to a resurrected existence before 
God.16 Unlike Barth however, Bultmann argues that Paul is trying to 
establish in verses 3 -8 the resurrection of Christ as a historical 
fact, and in so doing he betrays himself and is in a basic conflict 
with his clear insight into the nature of Christian faith.17 Bult- 
mann says that Paul tried to prove the resurrection of Christ by 
adducing witnesses and that this procedure is out of harmony with his 
argument in verses 20 -22. "What Paul says in vv. 20 -22 of the death 
and resurrection of Christ cannot be said of an objective historical 
fact. "18 In another place Bultmann again calls Paul's line of rea- 
soning here an inconsistency with his otherwise basic insight into 
the kerygmatic structure of faith because the Apostle tries to 
. . guarantee the resurrection of Jesus by the enumeration of wit- 
nesses, as if it were an historically visible fact . . . . "19 
16In vv. 12 -16 Paul is arguing against the view held by some 
of the Corinthians that the dead do not rise; and he tells them that 
if the dead do not rise, then Christ is not risen, and if Christ is 
not risen, then their faith is in vain. Obviously the resurrection 
of Christ was not at issue in the Corinthian church, but the resur- 
rection of the dead in general was. Paul then argues (vv. 17 -23) 
that if Christ is not raised, they have nothing; but because he is 
risen from the dead, they too will have a meaningful existence before 
God. Vv. 33, ff. indicate that this existence will be a bodily one, 
albeit, a transformed bodily existence. All of this hope for the 
Christian, however, is based on the truthfulness of the Gospel, that 
Christ is risen. 
17Bultmann, óp. cit., p. 83. 18Ibid., pp. 83 -4. 
19Bultmann, Theology of the New Testament, 22. cit., II, 127. 
Rudolf Schnackenburg believes that Buitmann's comments here are "more 
than a little suspicious," especially as this passage (vv. 3 -8) is 
enhanced since it is the earliest evidence for the primitive Chris- 
tian understanding of Easter faith available today. Cf. Rudolf 
Schnackenburg, "Christology and Myth," Kerygma and Myth,, ed. by Hans - 
Werner Bartsch, trans. by Reginald H. Fuller, London, 1962, II, 334 -5. 
107 
Hugh Anderson disagrees with Bultmann's interpretation of 
these verses and argues that Paul is not trying to substantiate the 
resurrection of Jesus with a list of witnesses, but that Paul is try- 
ing to show that the Easter faith and kerygma ". . . are indissolubly 
linked to the Easter testimony of the original disciples, and so are 
bound to a fixed and circumscribed place in history and not to any 
hazy mythical realm. "20 Although Anderson's point is a valid one, 
and it can be argued from this passage that the Easter kerygma is 
firmly rooted in history and that this fact is for Paul important for 
Christian faith, still the apologetic element here remains and cannot 
be overlooked. The basic question in Paul's thinking, however, is 
not whether Christ is risen, but whether the dead rise. Paul streng- 
thens his case by arguing that since Christ is risen from the dead- - 
and there are many substantial witnesses (vv. 5 -8) who could testify 
to this fact (and a fact which the Corinthians already believed as is 
seen in vv. 1, 2, 11) as well as the Scriptures themselves, how can 
"certain ones among you" (év OpTv T1vE5 , vs. 12) say there is no 
resurrection of the dead? It is difficult to understand why Paul's 
list includes so many witnesses to this event, which not even the 
Gospels --all written later --found it necessary to include, if it were 
not to strengthen more effectively his case that the dead will indeed 
rise because Christ is risen. 
It may also be possible, however, that Paul included the list 
because it had a very strong presence in the Easter tradition. It 
does appear that Paul's Easter message includes the witnesses (vv. 5- 
8), though it is doubtful whether certain aspects of his "list" would 
20Hugh Anderson, Jesus and Christian Origins, New York, 1964, 
p. 211. 
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have been mentioned if he were only trying to show that the Easter 
faith and message were rooted firmly in history, especially the 
Sy of TFXEíOVEÇ uÉVOU lV ëw5 ápT1 passage (vs. 6). 
By strengthening his case for the resurrection of Jesus with 
respected, received and far -reaching testimony, Paul is arguing that 
there is a general resurrection of the dead; i.e., because Christ is 
risen, then those who are in Christ shall also rise to a transformed 
(resurrected) existence before God. At first glance, however, Paul 
appears to be saying that the resurrection of Christ depends upon the 
general resurrection of the dead. He writes, ". . . but if there is 
no resurrection from the dead, then Christ has not been raised . . 
(v. 13). A closer look at the context will show, however, that this 
is not the case. His argument against those who would deny the 
general resurrection of the dead begins with the already accepted 
arguments for the resurrection of Christ (vv. 3 -8, 11); and after the 
resurrection of Christ is established or their earlier acceptance of 
it is recalled (vs. 11), Paul builds his case for the resurrection of 
the believer. To the statement, "the dead do not rise," Paul says 
that they in fact do rise because Jesus is risen from the dead (vv. 
20, ff.). However, Paul does entertain for the moment the conse- 
quences of there being no resurrection of the dead. First, Christ is 
not risen, and consequently, Christian faith is vain (vv. 12- 19) .21 
But he counteracts this negative type of thinking by saying that 
Christ is risen, the dead do rise, and therefore the believers' 
future existence is secure. 
21Evidently for Paul, existence apart from the body, i.e., 
after this life, is no existence at all and is not a hope for the 
Christian. This is certainly an indication of the Jewish influences 
upon Paul. 
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Karl Barth, eager to maintain the supra -historical character 
of revelation, rejected an apologetic interpretation of I Corinthians 
15:3 -8 and argued that Paul gave the list of witnesses only to prove 
that he and these respected witnesses were in basic agreement regard- 
ing the Gospel message.22 Barth contends that Paul was defending 
himself against the criticism that he was preaching "Paulinism," and 
he was arguing that the Gospel of the original Christian community 
was no different than his.23 R. H. Fuller agrees with Barth on this 
point and suggests that the reason Paul tacked on his list of wit- 
nesses to the kerygma -- contrary to the pattern found in the earliest 
forms of the kerygma I Thessalonians 1:9 but cf. Luke 24:341) 
--was to identify his gospel with that of the earliest disciples.24 
This identity, Fuller claims, also substantiates Paul's claim to be 
an apostle along with the apostles in Jerusalem.25 He further states 
that the Corinthian "gnostics" who held that there was no future 
resurrection of the dead were claiming that they had apostolic sup- 
port, e.g., "I am of Cephas," (I Cor. 1:12; 3:4). They held that 
there was no further need of the "not yet" anticipation of the end, 
but Paul was trying to show them that Christ's resurrection was right 
at the heart of the eschatological scheme, and the other apostles 
were in basic agreement with him.26 The future was not already real- 
22Karl Barth, The Resurrection of the Dead, trans. by H. J. 
Stenning, London, 1933, pp. 132, ff. 
23lbid., p. 139. 
24Reginald H. Fuller, The Formation of the Resurrection Narra- 
tives, London, 1972, p. 29. 
25Ibid. 
26Ibid., pp. 29 -30. Perhaps it should be noted here that the 
reason Paul can place the appearances of Jesus to the apostles on the 
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ized, but could be anticipated because of God's activity in Christ 
(I Cor. 15:20, 21). The resurrected life was yet future for the 
Christian (15:51, ff.), and it would be entered in a new mode of 
existence (vv. 35 -50). The resurrection of Christ did not do away 
with the future; indeed, his Resurrection stands in the main stream 
of eschatological events and is the source of the Christian's hope 
for entering into the end time itself (15:23, 24; Rom. 8:9 -11). The 
resurrection of Christ in Paul is not therefore an isolated event, 
but the first -fruits of the eschatological event itself, i.e., the 
resurrection from the dead. Ladd expresses it correctly when he 
writes: 
Paul makes it clear that the resurrection of Jesus was an 
eschatological resurrection (I Cor. 15:23). First fruits is more 
than promise or hope; it is actual realization. The resurrection 
of Christ was an event in history, but it was not an "historical" 
event in the sense that it could be explained by antecedent his- 
torical events. It was an eschatological event. In the resur- 
rection of Jesus, a piece of eschatology was split off from the 
end of the world and planted in the midst of history.27 
Barth and Fuller have an important point about this passage, 
and it is one to which Bultmann has unfortunately given little atten- 
tion.28 Paul certainly appears to defend his apostleship in this 
same plane with his Damascus Road revelation is as Oscar Cullmann has 
said, ". . . because in both Christ is directly at work." Oscar 
Cullmann, The Early Church, London, 1965, p. 69. Robert M. Grant 
agrees with this when he says that Paul, in developing his argument 
about the resurrection of the dead, ". . . relies on the unity of 
apostolic testimony not about the nature of the resurrection appear- 
ances but about the fact that Christ was raised from the dead." 
Grant, op. cit., p. 373. 
27George Eldon Ladd, "Apocalyptic and New Testament Theology," 
Reconciliation and Hope: New Testament Essays on Atonement and 
Eschatology, ed. by Robert Banks, Grand Rapids, 1974, p. 294. For 
references to the connection of the resurrection of the believers to 
that of Christ, see Rom. 6:4 -11; Gal. 2:20; Col. 2:12, ff.; Eph. 2:1, 
5; II Cor. 4:10, ff.; I Pet. 1:3. 
28The least that this passage could show is that Paul's 
theology, rooted in the Hellenistic Church (cf. Bultmann, Theology 
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passage (vv. 9, 10), and what better way to do it than to show that 
that which is shared by the leaders in the Church in Palestine is 
also shared by him, i.e., his message (v. 11) that Jesus who was cru- 
cified and buried is now living and that he /Paul% too has received 
an appearance from the Risen Christ.29 Again, in Galatians 2:6 -10, 
Paul takes the time to tell his readers that those leaders in Jerusa- 
lem were in basic agreement with him in regard to the Gospel which he 
preached. It was, therefore, important to Paul that others recognize 
that he was not in conflict with the leaders of the Church in Jerusa- 
lem. However, this view does not fully account for Paul's emphasis 
in I Corinthians 15. Although most of the verbs in verses 3 -8 are 
passives, the emphasis of this section is upon the active ministry of 
the Risen Christ in his appearances to this particular list of wit- 
nesses, many of whom were "still alive" when Paul wrote (vs. 6). 
This passage (vv. 3 -8) does not appear to be so much of a defense of 
Paul's apostleship30- -even though such secondary motives cannot be 
completely discredited --or of a claim of unity between his preaching 
and that of the leaders of Jerusalem as it is a case for the resur- 
rection of Christ from the dead which is attested to by Scripture and 
eye- witness testimony. The resurrection of Christ is a fulfillment 
of the New Testament, off. cit., I, 189), is not different in any way 
at this point from the theology of leaders of the Church in Jerusa- 
lem. The understanding of the kerygma was the same in both loca- 
tions, and Paul directly (or indirectly) shows that in this passage. 
29It should be added here that Paul is not relying on apos- 
tolic testimony regarding the nature of the resurrection of Jesus, as 
some try to prove from his use of the word tcPen, but only the fact 
that Jesus was raised from the dead. Cf. Grant, óp. cit., p. 373. 
30Notice the clear distinction between this passage and Gal. 
1:1, 11 -ff.; 2:6 -ff. or even I Cor. 9:1 where Paul is strongly 
defending his apostleship and the authority of his gospel to the 
Gentiles. 
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of Scripture, i.e., "according to the Scripture" (vv. 3, 4);31 but 
Paul argues it is also testified to by eyewitnesses. The dead shall 
rise because Christ is risen from the dead, and the leaders in the 
Church at Jerusalem and Paul himself can confirm the appearance of 
the risen Christ, i.e., "He is risen, just ask these people." That 
which introduces each witness or group of witnesses in this passage 
is wsben,32 which is certainly where the emphasis of this brief 
passage is to be found. Because of this, the interpretation which 
places the appearances of Christ in primary focus will probably be 
more in line with what Paul had intended here. 
The various attempts to show that Paul was not seeking support 
for the fact of the resurrection of Christ by adding this rather 
lengthy list of witnesses appear to be only partially satisfying. No 
doubt the list of appearances was in some way closely connected to 
the Easter message, especially the appearance to Peter;33 however, 
Paul has clearly expanded this tradition to serve his own argument 
against the Corinthians who denied the resurrection of the dead.34 
31For further discussion of this, see Chapter VII, Section 4. 
32This term itself will be discussed later in Chapter VI. 
33Except in Matthew, all of the Resurrection narratives either 
emphasize or at least mention the priority of Peter in their stories 
of the appearances. Luke 24:34 seems to be a clear indication that 
the earliest Easter message included an appearance to Peter. Prior 
to this verse, there is only the single mention of Peter in 24:12 
with no appearance or statement of faith recorded. Because there is 
no further mention of Peter in the passage, it is doubtful whether 
Luke would have mentioned him in 24:34 without a prior development of 
the appearances unless this was a strong element in the early Easter 
traditions. 
34Bultmann believes that Paul misunderstood the Corinthians in 
this passage because he accuses them of believing that with death 
everything is over (vv. 19, 32); however, he contends that vs. 29 
shows this to be a mistake on Paul's part. The Corinthians were only 
against a realistic teaching of the resurrection as taught by the 
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Bultmann is correct in his contention that I Corinthians 15 
has an apologetic motif, but he fails to appreciate the fact that 
Paul's arguments are directed toward erring Christians and not toward 
critical historians. He rightly sees that Paul uses two kinds of 
"proofs" of the resurrection which were current in the early Church, 
namely, (a) testimony of eyewitnesses (vv. 5 -8; cf. Acts 1:22; 2:32; 
3:15; 10:40, ff.) and (b) discovered agreements with the Old Testa- 
ment, i.e., "according to the Scriptures" (vs. 4; cf. Lk. 24:27, 44; 
Acts 2:30, ff.; 13:34, ff.);35 however, the kind of proof which Paul 
is setting forth is the kind which would appeal to Christians, not to 
unbelievers let alone modern historians. Admittedly, this line of 
defense was used before the Jews in Jerusalem on the Day of Pentecost 
(Acts 2:25 -36), but Paul is appealing in this instance to erring 
Christians, not to pagan Greeks. While it is true that the Jews in 
Palestine may have been impressed by various Scriptural "proofs" as 
well as the availability of the eyewitnesses of the Resurrection for 
questioning, the message which was preached to them still demanded 
the obedience of faith to bring about salvation (Acts 2:37- 44).36 
The Jews could not verify the early Christians' interpretation of the 
Jewish and primitive Christian tradition. Bultmann, Theology of the 
New Testament, op. cit., p. 169. Bultmann adds that Paul in II Cor. 
5 is better informed of the problem at Corinth, and he combats the 
Gnostic's view of man's separation from the body at death. Ibid. 
However, it is difficult to follow Bultmann here primarily because 
in I Cor. 15 Paul is trying to teach the Jewish and early Christian 
understanding of the resurrection both of Jesus and of all believers, 
namely, that it is a bodily resurrection. Cf. vv. 35, ff. Paul is 
arguing that there is no existence apart from a bodily existence 
before God, and his chief reason for saying that there is a bodily 
existence after death is because Jesus Christ has been raised from 
the dead. 
35Bultmann, Theology of the New Testament, off. cit., p. 82. 
36Although this passage emphasizes repentance and submission 
to baptism for salvation (or the gift of the Holy Spirit), vs. 41 
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Old Testament; they could only accept it or reject it, for surely an 
independent examination of the Old Testament would not have supplied 
very many of the proof texts for the resurrection of Jesus or for his 
uniqueness which the early Christians claimed. Their interpretation 
of the Old Testament was entirely new based almost completely upon 
their new faith in the Risen Lord. After faith in the resurrection 
of Christ, the early Christians found Scriptures almost everywhere 
which would substantiate their new -found faith.37 Again, the Jews 
could only accept it or reject it. Since the Resurrection appear- 
ances were not repeatable for critical observation, an inquirer would 
have little to go on except what the witnesses said about them. 
Since these experiences which the witnesses had with the Risen Christ 
could not be further duplicated, the basis of decision could not 
therefore be founded upon incontrovertible evidence. The hearer of 
this proclamation about Jesus still had to submit himself by faith to 
what was being preached (I Cor. 15:11). 
In Paul's situation, however, his hearers were Christians who 
were in error concerning the believer's future existence before God. 
The kinds of "proof" which he used were those which would naturally 
have impressed Christians. Their high regard for the Old Testament 
is obvious throughout the New Testament;38 and the list of witnesses, 
except perhaps for the five hundred brethren, appear to be among the 
most respected testimony of the early Church, e.a., Peter, the 
says that the people "received his /Peter's% word," and vs. 44 indi- 
cates that they "believed." 
37Neville Clark, Interpreting the Resurrection, London, 1967, 
pp. 44 -ff. 
38This can be seen in the frequent appeal to the Old Testament 
for support of a particular theological argument by the various New 
Testament writers. 
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Twelve, James, and all the apostles. Paul makes no defense of anyone 
on that list except for himself (vv. 9, 10). Peter was clearly held 
in high esteem in the Church at Corinth (1:12 would indicate this 
much) as well as the rest of those on the list since Paul takes 
little time either to introduce them or defend them. If Paul were 
trying to set forth a case for the resurrection of Jesus to a group 
of pagan hearers, he would surely have spent more time on his 
defense. Also, were Paul not trying to communicate to Christians, 
his line of argument in verses 20 -22 would indeed be, as Bultmann 
claims it is, a contradiction in his apologetic. For, as Bultmann 
says, what Paul writes of the death and resurrection of Christ in 
verses 20 -22 could not be said of ". . . an objective historical 
fact. "39 Paul's argument is "kerygmatic" in nature and clearly can- 
not be substantiated as historical fact, but it is because Paul was 
speaking to Christians that this line of "kerygmatic reasoning" or 
argument could be acceptably used in the Corinthian Church.40 
39Bultmann, Faith and Understanding, off. cit., p. 84. 
40perhaps it would be appropriate to state here that there is 
no unanimity of opinion among scholars on who the Corinthians were or 
exactly who Paul's opponents were. Were they Palestinian Gnostics as 
Walter Schmithals would have it? Walter Schmithals, Gnosticism in 
Corinth, trans. by John E. Steely, New York, 1971, pp. 296 -301. Most 
scholars would agree that there were at least clear gnosticizing ten- 
dencies in the Corinthian Church at the time Paul was writing. Regi- 
nald H. Fuller, A Critical Introduction to the New Testament, London, 
1971, pp. 43 -5. What it was that Paul's opponents believed about the 
resurrection of Jesus is not altogether clear, especially since they 
denied the resurrection from the dead. They already accepted the 
belief that Jesus had been resurrected, but did they believe that it 
was in bodily form? Their denial of the resurrection from the dead 
(tK vEKA%) makes the question an important one especially since 
Jesus' aliveness after death is not in question (vs. 11) and the 
nature of the resurrected body is (vv. 35, ff.). It would seem that 
Paul's opponents were not objecting to life after death itself, but 
life after death in a bodily form and also that resurrected life is 
already a present reality (I Cor. 4:8). They had robbed the future 
of the resurrection and spiritualized it in their present circum- 
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Paul then is not trying to set forth an "air tight" argument 
capable of scientific or historical verification. Such notions were 
foreign to him. Because what Paul reports is beyond the general his- 
torical credibility of what is normally expected to occur after 
death, and because Paul's witnesses to this event cannot be cross - 
examined, one must choose to accept or reject his arguments, not so 
much on critical grounds, but in spite of them. One is called upon 
to believe something which is not only beyond the historian's experi- 
ence but also beyond his field of investigation.41 This event is the 
kind which is accepted by faith, not verified by reason. The criti- 
cal historian cannot discover through Paul's witnesses or arguments 
in I Corinthians 15 what happened on the first Easter morning, only 
that a group of men came to believe that something unique happened. 
It would appear that the historian, if he were to examine the authen- 
ticity of this event, would have to expand the limits of what he 
generally understands to be credible statements and to revert back to 
a "scissors and paste" method of examining history by accepting the 
conclusions handed to him by his sources. Neither of these options 
are possible for him if he is to maintain any self - respect as a 
modern historian. He may rule against the event a priori, that 
miracles do not occur, or confess that he cannot say for sure what 
happened; but he cannot accept the credibility of an event like the 
Resurrection without significantly affecting the rational processes 
stance of life. The first of these problems -- rejection of a future 
bodily existence -- probably gave rise to the latter. Paul, on the 
other hand, cannot accept any form of life after death unless it is 
in the form of a bodily existence. Conseuqently for Paul, to deny 
the bodily resurrection from the dead meant to deny Christian faith 
itself. 
41See Chapter V, Sections 6 and 7. 
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of his trade.42 The critical historian cannot, therefore, discover 
what happened on the first Easter morning chiefly because his sources 
are not the kind that could enable him to establish anything more 
than the fact that a group of men came to believe that a fantastic 
event took place. Wolfhart Pannenberg believes that it was Paul's 
intention to give a credible argument for the historicity of the 
resurrection of Jesus;43 but he, too, fails to appreciate the makeup 
of Paul's hearers as well as the kerygmatic style of defense which 
Paul uses in verses 20 -22. Pannenberg believes that the case for the 
resurrection of Jesus can be demonstrated historically and argues 
that faith could not accept the Resurrection otherwise: 
If, however, historical study declares itself unable to estab- 
lish what "really" happened on Easter, then all the more, faith 
is not able to do so; for faith cannot ascertain anything certain 
about events of the past that would perhaps be inaccessible to 
the historian.44 
However, if Pannenberg is right and Paul did try to prove the resur- 
rection of Jesus as an historical event, it is amazing that Paul 
dealt so briefly with such a vital issue, i.e., in eleven short 
verses! But Pannenberg's contention cannot be accepted especially 
since Paul clearly states that the Corinthians already believed 
(6TrlaTE060T£) his Gospel which he preached (vs. 11). Now, since 
they had already believed the Gospel, Paul's line of argumentation is 
focused primarily on another subject which was very important for 
Christians: the nature of their future existence before God, i.e., 
42How the Christian can accept as fact what the historian 
classifies as incredible will be discussed more completely in 
Chapters V and VIII of this thesis. 
43Wolfhart Pannenberg, Jesus --God and Man, trans. by Lewis L. 
Wilkins and Duane A. Priebe, London, 1970, pp. 89 -90. 
44Ibid., p. 109. 
118 
that it is bodily. To do this he necessarily begins with the resur- 
rection of Christ which, though attested to by witnesses, supported 
by Scripture and vital to the future existence of the Christian, is 
not the focus of the passage. Indeed, this fact was already believed 
by Paul's hearers. 
Bultmann is correct in saying that Paul is trying to prove a 
case, but he does not focus on the proper question to which Paul was 
addressing himself. Moreover, he fails to take more seriously the 
audience to whom Paul was writing. Although Paul describes the 
resurrection of Christ as an event of history ( "the third day," vs. 
4), he means that something occurred in time and space in history and 
not that it could necessarily be proved scientifically by a modern 
historian. Such technical terms and the critical concepts behind 
them obviously meant very little to the biblical writers. Bultmann 
rejects this whole line of thinking, however, because for him God 
does not act in history in unique or supernatural events. Along with 
that, Bultmann believes that all events of history are capable of 
historical verification or argumentation by the critical historian. 
He also rejects the notion that Christian faith accepts as true any 
supernatural or miraculous events of the past, but he believes that 
Christian faith means that one should submit himself in obedience to 
the Word which is preached. Bultmann is certainly correct in his 
understanding of Christian faith, but is it possible to submit one- 
self to a proclamation which speaks about the resurrection of Jesus 
from the dead and at the same time to reject this notion as an 
impossibility? Again, one must ask the question whether it is possi- 
ble to accept something which is theologically true, but at the same 
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time historically false.45 
Perhaps before closing this section, it should be said in 
passing that Bultmann believes Paul's lack of reference to the empty 
tomb in I Corinthians 15 proves that he knew nothing of that tradi- 
tion.46 Whether or not he is correct in making this statement, how- 
ever, will not be discussed here but in the final section of this 
chapter when the significance of the empty tomb will be examined in 
more detail. 
Further comment on this passage will be made in the final 
section of this chapter and again in Chapter VII. 
Mark 
II. THE GOSPEL NARRATIVES47 
In the opening paragraphs of his History of the Synoptic Tra- 
450f course this question may be raised of other biblical 
events such as the Ascension which expresses more the exaltation and 
Lordship of Christ than necessarily a physical parting from the 
earth. (It is still possible that a final appearance was given to 
the disciples and the Ascension draws attention to the end of all 
such appearances even though this does not appear to be the primary 
reason for Luke's story of this event.) However, if the resurrection 
of Jesus did not occur and his aliveness was not manifested to his 
disciples, the origins of Christianity are to be located in the 
apostles' expressions of faith rather than in the risen Christ him- 
self. It seems to this writer that there is a significant difference 
in one's freedom to disassociate Christianity from its faith in the 
aliveness of Jesus --a minimum ground for faith --and in the freedom to 
express the Ascension in Luke in symbolic terms. In the latter what 
is intended seems clear, and other New Testament writers expressed 
the same truth in several different ways (as in Rom. 1:2 -4; Matt. 28: 
20, John 7:39, Heb. 1:3 -10). But in the former case, the Evangelists 
and Paul all express it the same way: God raised up Jesus from the 
dead. His Lordship, or recognition of his Lordship, is directly 
related to this event. Can this be denied and yet his Lordship still 
be affirmed? It seems doubtful. 
46Bultmann, Theology of the New Testament, óp. cit., p. 45. 
47Much of what is said here will be taken from Bultmann's His- 
tory of the Synoptic Tradition, çp. cit.; and because of the frequent 
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dition, Bultmann accepted Wrede's proposal for Synoptic research by 
starting with Mark (HST, p. 1). He believes with Wrede that Mark's 
gospel is the work of an author who: 
is steeped in the theology of the early Church, and who 
ordered and arranged the traditional material that he received in 
light of the faith of the early Church . . . . (Ibid.) 
The task of biblical research is, for Bultmann therefore, to separate 
the "various strata" in the Gospels (starting with Mark), and in 
doing so to determine which belonged to the earliest tradition and 
which to the author himself (Ibid.). Using this approach, Bultmann 
has made several interesting observations about the Resurrection 
narratives in Mark and the other Synoptic Gospels, Matthew and Luke. 
These will be examined briefly. 
Many writers will agree with Bultmann that there are two pri- 
mary Resurrection traditions. The first is I Corinthians 15:3 -8 and 
the other is Mark 16:1 -8. The first of these represents a tradition 
of Peter and the other disciples encountering the risen Christ; and 
the second (Mark 16:1 -8) represents the women's discovery of the 
empty tomb. As was said earlier, it is difficult to say which is 
the earliest tradition historically especially because it cannot be 
demonstrated that the tradition of I Corinthians 15 is older than 
that found in Mark 16. At any rate, there is little dispute among 
scholars about which gospel ought to be mentioned first; and with 
this, some of Bultmann's comments on this passage will be examined.48 
references, the page numbers will simply be indicated in the body of 
the paper written in parentheses (HST, page number) rather than by 
footnote. 
48A good presentation of the case against Markan priority is 
found in William R. Farmer's The Synoptic Problem: A Critical Anal- 
ysis, New York, 1964. He calls into question not only the priority 
of Mark but also the existence of any "Q" document. His book is 
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Bultmann is correct when he calls Mark 16:9 -20 a later addi- 
tion to that Gospel. He says, however, that the original ending of 
Mark may very well have been dispensed with because it was not in 
accord with the later Easter reports (HST, loc. cit.). Bultmann 
admits that this is guess work, and some other explanation may be 
possible; but he believes, and this writer agrees, that the break at 
the end of 16:8 is an unnatural one and probably not the original 
ending of the Gospel. Although it is difficult to suppose what that 
original ending may have been --if indeed there was an ending which 
was lost, it is equally difficult to believe that the Gospel would 
end on a note of fear and silence. What kind of "good news" would 
that have been? The ending at 16:8 does not appear to be an appro- 
priate ending. Perhaps Bultmann's explanation is correct, but there 
is also the possibility that the Gospel was never finished. If Mark 
were written as early as 64 A.D. or as late as 70 A.D., it would 
still be in the heart of strong persecution, and it is possible that 
commanding due to its extensive detail; however, it is very doubtful 
whether his arguments will have much influence in changing the dom- 
inant role of Markan priority among New Testament scholars. Joseph 
A. Fitzmyer in his article "The Priority of Mark and the 'Q' Source 
in Luke," Jesus and Man's Hope, ed. by David G. Buttrick, Pittsburgh, 
1970, I, 131 -70, gives a very lengthy and detailed discussion on the 
current status of the question of the priority of Mark and the exis- 
tence of "Q." He tries to answer Austin Farrer and W. R. Farmer and 
reassert Markan priority as well as to give further support to the 
existence of "Q." Cf. also John Reumann's critique of Farmer's book 
in "Book Review," Dialog, 4:308 -11, Autumn, 1965, for five strong 
arguments against Farmer's thesis that Matthew's Gospel was used by 
Luke and that Mark, who wrote last, used both Matthew and Luke. The 
following works have also dealt rather extensively with this study 
and are in favor of Farmer's position: B. C. Butler, The Originality 
of St. Matthew; A Critique of the Two -Document Hypothesis, Cambridge, 
1951; J. H. Elliott, "The Synoptic Problem and the Laws of Tradition: 
A Cautionary Note," Expository Times, 82:148 -52, February, 1961; 
Austin M. Farrer, "On Dispensing with Q," Studies in the Gospels, ed. 
by D. E. Nineham, Oxford, 1955, pp. 55 -86; Theodore R. Rosche, "The 
Words of Jesus and the Future of the 'Q' Hypothesis," Journal of 
Biblical Literature, 79:210 -20, September, 1960; E. P. Sanders, The 
Tendencies of the Synoptic Tradition, Cambridge, 1969. 
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death came to its author before he could finish his work. Another 
possible explanation is that the original ending may have been lost 
while the Gospel was circulating among the churches. If this is so, 
perhaps the original ending --or at least the general idea of it -- 
could be partially discovered by comparing the endings of Matthew and 
Luke who depended so heavily upon Mark.49 Admittedly, this kind of 
discussion is speculative; and so also is any view that Matthew and/ 
or Luke may have used the "original" ending of Mark to any degree. 
What does seem certain, however, is that 16:9 -20 was not the original 
ending of Mark50 and that compared with the manner in which the other 
gospels close, i.e., with praise, worship, and joy, it is not likely 
that the original gospel ended on such a note of fear and questioning 
as verse 8 indicates.51 Although it has been argued that éO O To 
yáp is an appropriate ending for Mark's Gospe1,52 this writer believes 
491,e., it could be that if an original ending did exist, it 
may well have included appearances of the Risen Lord and a missionary 
charge to the disciples since these aspects are common in the other 
Gospels. It is also quite possible that the original ending of Mark 
--if there was one - -was lost quite early since Matthew and Luke are 
significantly different from one another on the events of Easter, 
e.2., the location of the appearances, etc. All of these possibili- 
ties are, in fact, simply hypotheses of greater or lesser probabil- 
ity; but what does not appear to be a viable option is that Mark 
concluded his Gospel at 16:8. In this Bultmann is probably correct. 
50B. M. Metzger notes that those verses are not supported by 
the two oldest Greek manuscripts (-and B), nor by the Old Latin 
codex Bobiensis (itk), the Sinaitic Syriac manuscript, nearly 100 
Armenian manuscripts, and the two oldest Georgian manuscripts (A.D. 
897 and A.D. 913). He also adds that neither Clement of Alexandria 
nor Origen show knowledge of the existence of these verses, and 
Eusebias as well as Jerome attest to absence of these verses in all 
the manuscripts known to them. Cf. Bruce M. Metzger, A Textual 
Commentary on the Greek New Testament, London, 1971, pp. 122 -3. 
51See R. H. Fuller, The Formation of the Resurrection Narra- 
tives, London, 1972, pp. 64 -7. 
52See a careful discussion of this problem in R. H. Light- 
foot, The Gospel Message of St. Mark, Oxford, 1950, pp. 80 -97. 
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that the ending of a letter with Yelp, while not unknown,53 is highly 
unusual. While Yelp and an accompanying word can end a sentence and 
frequently does, only one instance has ever been found where it 
finished a book; and there54 it seems unintentional as is the case 
here. Although Yáp plus a verb, and nothing else, can form a com- 
plete sentence, it is rare that it ever forms the end of a book; and 
this construction appears nowhere else in Mark or the rest of the New 
Testament. Also, allowing the fact that Mark is the earliest Gospel 
and depended upon by both Luke and Matthew, it is amazing that their 
Gospels end on a note of victory; and this one does not if it is 
maintained that verse 8 is the intended conclusion. John also 
follows this pattern of ending on a note of victory. 
Why would Mark not use the appearance stories and then close 
with the sound of triumph if such were known? R. H. Fuller is not 
convinced that such stories were known and suggests that the original 
Easter message did not narrate appearances, but proclaimed the Resur- 
rection, i.e., He has been raised, "He is not here. "55 However, 
Fuller does not take into account seriously enough the importance of 
the appearance of Christ to his disciples for the initiation of 
Christian faith. Both in Paul and the Synoptic Gospels as well as in 
John, Jesus' appearances are included; and their importance cannot be 
underestimated. Notice even the indirect support given to the impor- 
tance of the appearances by the manner in which a successor to Judas 
Iscariot was chosen (Acts 1:21, 22). Finally, Mark 16:9 -20 and the 
53William F. Arndt and F. Wilbur Gingrich, A Greek -English 
Lexicon of the New Testament, Chicago, 1957, p. 151. 
54Cf. Ps. Demetrius, Formae Epistolicae of the first century 
A.D. which ends with ócpctaw Yelp. 
55Fuller, 2E. cit., p. 66. 
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other variant endings of Mark indicate that the Christian community 
which added this section also believed that the Gospel as it stands 
was incomplete; and they sought to close it in a more appropriate 
manner than was done in 16:8. For these reasons, the writer must 
conclude with Bultmann that the original ending of Mark's Gospel is 
not presently known. It was apparently lost at an early stage in its 
usage. 
Along with the above, Bultmann also believes that the story of 
the women coming to the tomb on Easter morning is secondary, not a 
part of the original text of Mark (HST, p. 284). He reasons that the 
names of the women would not have been restated here after 15:40, 47 
if this passage were original to the rest of the Gospel (Ibid.). He 
also adds that this story seems foreign to the context because the 
women's intention does not agree with 15:47 vhich suggests that the 
burial was complete (Ibid.). He further argues that it would have 
been impossible to embalm the body of Jesus after two nights and a 
day in the tomb (Ibid.).56 
Bultmann contends with Bousset that from the beginning the 
story of the women was an apologetic story of an empty tomb57 and one 
which was not originally devised with the chronology of Mark's Gospel 
in mind (HST, p. 285n). He says the lack of forethought about moving 
56It must be stressed, however, that the intent of the women 
was not "to embalm" but "to anoint." 15:46, 47 only says that the 
body had a cloth placed over it, but nothing else. What was attemp- 
ted by the women at this time was not an embalming process, but a 
simple act of devotion signified by an anointing --an act of honor. 
Cf. Heinrich Schlier, "áaetcl)w," Theological Dictionary of the New 
Testament, ed. by Gerhard Kittel, trans. by Geoffrey W. Bromiley, 
Grand Rapids, 1964, I, 229 -30. 
57If this is so, however, one wonders why the story is depen- 
dent upon the testimony of the women. A more credible story at that 
time might have been the discovery of the empty tomb by men. 
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the stone (16:3) illustrates this point (Ibid.). He also claims that 
the two passages in 14:28 and 16:7 are footnotes put into the narra- 
tives by Mark from the tradition which has a purpose of preparing the 
way for a Galilean appearance of Jesus (Ibid.). 
Bultmann is impressed with Mark's Resurrection narrative 
because of its reserve especially seen in its not recounting the 
appearances of the Risen Lord (HST, p. 286). He seems impressed with 
Mark's construction of the wondering of the women (vs. 3), their sur- 
prise at the stone being rolled away, and the appearance of the angel 
(vs. 4, ff.). Bultmann adds to this the masterful angelic announce- 
ment (vs. 6) and the shattering impressions of the women in verse 8 
(Ibid.). He claims that this construction was expanded and developed 
further in Luke and Matthew, i.e., Luke expands the angelic saying, 
and Matthew gives an account of an appearance in Galilee. Bultmann 
says Matthew's reserved description of the miraculous occurrence and 
the appearance of Jesus to the women was later expanded in the apocry- 
phal Gospel of Peter (Ibid.). 
As it now stands, Mark's Resurrection narrative is one which 
indicates an empty tomb, the Risen Jesus, and the anticipation of an 
appearance to the disciples and to Peter in Galilee.58 Further dis- 
58This writer does not follow Bultmann or Fuller when they 
claim that Mark 14:28 and 16:7 are redactional insertions into the 
tradition. For all of Fuller's arguments against these verses being 
a part of the original gospel (cf. Fuller, op. cit., pp. 53, 57 -60), 
they all stand on the premise that prophecy does not happen. His 
major criticism seems to be that 14:28 is an ". . . obvious vati- 
cinium ex eventu . . ." (Ibid., p. 60). This writer does not accept 
this assumption that prophesied events are always vacticinium ex 
eventu and especially at the point of the resurrection of Jesus. 
This is an unproven but almost always assumed principle of critical 
interpretation which this writer deems unwarranted. Does the possi- 
bility of prophecy offend critical scholars any more than the resur- 
rection from the dead? Bultmann is more consistent here in his 
rejection of prophetic accounts than is Fuller. His assumption, of 
course, is that supernatural events do not happen. 
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cussion of this passage will follow in the concluding analysis. 
Matthew and Luke 
Bultmann has little to say about these two Gospels except by 
way of summary. He believes that of the other Easter stories59 only 
Luke 24:13 -35, the walk to Emmaus, has the character of a true legend 
(HST, p. 286). He finds this story strictly analogous to the type 
found in Genesis where God walks among men, and as soon as he is 
recognized as God he disappears (Ibid.). On the last appearance of 
Jesus in Matthew 28:16 -20, Bultmann believes it conveys the charac- 
teristics of a cult legend designed to function as an instruction to 
baptize. He adds to this that the appearance in Luke 24:36 -49 seems 
to be an edited passage having as its basis an older legend which 
Bultmann says included an appearance in Galilee (Ibid.). 
Apart from these references, Bultmann has little else to say 
about the Resurrection narratives in Matthew and Luke except by way 
of comparison and contrast. Some of these references will be dis- 
cussed in the concluding analysis of this section. In most of Bult- 
mann's other works, however, including his Theology of the New Testa- 
ment, he makes few comments about the Synoptic Gospels and reserves 
most of his time for a discussion of Paul and John. His chief criti- 
cism of the Synoptics has to do with their tendency to emphasize the 
unity of the historical Jesus and the Christ of the Christian procla- 
mation, something which Bultmann is loath to do.60 The problem in 
590ther than Mark 16:1 -8. 
60Bultmann admits to a lack of continuity between the histori- 
cal Jesus and the Christ of the kerygma, but not between the earthly 
Jesus and the early proclamation. Rudolf Bultmann, "Das Verhältnis 
der urchristlichen Christusbotschaft am historischen Jesus," 
Sitzungsberichte der Heidelberger Akademie der Wissenschaften, 
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Synoptic research for Bultmann is the tendency among scholars to 
legitimate the kerygma by combining historical reports and kerygmatic 
Christology. The Synoptics, unlike Paul and John, are interested in 
more than the simple "that" of Jesus and are concerned with the 
. . objective historicity of the kerygma. "61 
One of the major objections raised against Bultmann's under- 
standing of the lack of ". . . any real material relationship . . ." 
between the historical Jesus and the Christian proclamation, as 
Norman Perrin poses the question, is that this view does not do 
justice to the New Testament. Perrin believes that Bultmann is 
correct in regard to Paul and John, but not necessarily so with 
regard to the Synoptic Gospels. He writes: 
These Gospels proclaim the post- Easter kerygma as vigorously 
as any Epistle of Paul or the Gospel of John but do so in the 
form of historicizing narratives; they are, in fact, a strange 
mixture of kerygma and history. Moreover, it has been argued, if 
we take up the matter of the historical Jesus himself we find 
that he had already shattered the categories of the ancient 
Judaism to which Bultmann assigns him.b2 
Perrin believes that Bultmann's limited interest in either the 
Synoptic traditions or in the relationship between the historical 
Jesus and the kerygma ignores too considerable a part of the New 
Testament proclamation.63 
Heidelberg, 1960, p. 8. He argues rather strongly for the discon- 
tinuity between the historical Jesus and the Christ of faith when he 
says that the ". . . Christ of the kerygma is not a historical figure 
which could be continuous with the historical Jesus" (Ibid.). He 
admits, however, that without the historical Jesus, there would be no 
kerygma. The kerygma presupposes the historical Jesus, however much 
it may have mythologized his figure (Ibid.). 
61Ibid., p. 5 
62Norman Perrin, The Promise of Bultmann, Philadelphia, 1969, 
p. 97. 
63lbid., p. 98. 
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Perhaps one further point that Bultmann notes which is of some 
significance here is that there is a common occurrence of pairs in 
folk lore and also in the Bible (HST, p. 314, ff.). This, he says, 
can be seen in the two women at the tomb in Mark 16, Jesus' sending 
out of the disciples two by two (Mark 6:7, Luke 10:1), the two 
thieves on the cross (Mark 15:27), the two who appeared to Jesus in 
the transfiguration (Mark 9:4), the two disciples on the road to 
Emmaus (Luke 24:13, ff.), etc. (Ibid.). Bultmann also points to the 
case of the number of angels at the tomb. In Mark there is one, but 
in Luke's Gospel there are two (Luke 24:5; Ibid., p. 315). He con- 
cludes that such examples, paralleled in other ancient literature, 
point to a popular folk motif which rests on the demands of compre- 
hension or symmetry. He also raises the possibility that such uses 
of two may also indicate a mythological motif (Ibid., pp. 315 -7). 
Whatever may be said of Bultmann's observation, undeniably the number 
two is a frequent number found in the Gospels; and it may indicate 
something not clearly spelled out in the text. It must be said, how- 
ever, that Bultmann's observation of the number two found in the 
Gospel narratives, though interesting to be sure, does not necessa- 
rily prove his assertion that the stories point to folklore (Ibid., 
p. 315) or mythical motifs (Ibid., pp. 316 -7). There could, however, 
be some theological significance involved --if this is what Bultmann 
calls a mythical motif ? --as seems apparent in Luke's use of the 
number forty indicating the time of Jesus' resurrection appearances 
(Acts 1:3).64 
64Anderson, E. cit., pp. 230 -2. This will be discussed more 
in Chapter VII. 
The Gospel of John 
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For Bultmann, the Gospel of John, the Johannine Epistles, and 
the Epistles of Paul form a kind of "Marcion canon" of the New Testa- 
ment. These works, according to him, have strong Hellenistic influ- 
ences and yet contain the best kerygmatic passages in the New Testa- 
ment. He believes that both John and Paul emphasize the presentness 
of the kingdom of God in their preaching and disassociate themselves 
from any dependence upon the historical Jesus apart from his "that - 
ness," i.e., his having come. Both in his commentary on John and in 
his Theology of the New Testament, Bultmann is ambitious in his 
attempts to show the influence of Gnostic dualism in the writing of 
John's Gospel, so much so that any exceptions to the Gnostic patterns 
he finds in John are frequently called "redactional glosses," the 
work of an "ecclesiastical editor," or "later interpolations. "65 
Bultmann does not usually attempt to justify these pronouncements by 
means of textual criticism but by his understanding of John in terms 
of Gnostic dualism and realized eschatology.66 
Before looking at John's Resurrection narrative more closely, 
a couple of remarks are in order. First of all, Bultmann is correct 
when he sees John 21 as a later ecclesiastical addition to the Gos- 
pe1.67 This is clear from the contents of that chapter and is 
generally accepted by most scholars today.68 Secondly, it is almost 
650f. especially Bultmann, Theology of the New Testament, pp. 
cit., II, 54, 56, 58 -9, ff. 
66This will be seen presently in his treatment of John 5:28. 
67Rudolf Bultmann, The Gospel of John, ed. by G. R. Beasley - 
Murray, trans. by G. R. Beasley- Murray, R. W. N. Hoare, and J. K. 
Riches, Philadelphia, 1971, pp. 700 -6. 
68Although few scholars would accept John 21 as a part of the 
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ironic that Bultmann, who rejects the empty -tomb tradition as being 
legendary and late, should appeal to John for a substantiation of his 
understanding of the kerygma. John is the only Gospel which 
expressly states that faith came as a result of seeing the empty tomb 
and the grave clothesió9 Thirdly, one of the most important wit- 
nesses to belief in the resurrection of the body in John comes in 
chapter 5, verses 28, ff., which Bultmann, without justification or 
manuscript support, says is a product of later ecclesiastical 
editing.70 Apart from Bultmann's assertion that John reduces future 
eschatology to present eschatology, there is no further justification 
for calling this passage late. Bultmann says 5:28 has been added by 
the editor of the Gospel in an attempt ". . . to reconcile the 
dangerous statements in vv. 24 f. with traditional eschatology. "71 
He argues that the TOUTO of verse 28 refers not to the following (Al, 
but to verse 21 as a whole; however, it appears that Bultmann's main 
objection here is that John has not completely forsaken the escha- 
tology which is dominant in the Synoptic Gospels. C. K. Barrett is 
right when he concludes: 
There is no reason whatever for regarding vv. 28 f. as a 
original Gospel, there is considerable value in this passage. It 
seems certain that it is an attempt to harmonize the location of the 
appearances and perhaps to reinstate Peter into the good graces of 
Jesus. It also shows signs of trying to correct a tradition about 
the death of John which had been mistakenly spread about. It is 
possible that the information here could be based on earlier sources 
of the Resurrection traditions than those followed in John's Gospel. 
In this sense then, it is possible that some of the information is 
quite old and ought not to be dismissed too easily. As van Daalen 
suggests, the purpose of the chapter may have been in part to pre- 
serve a strong tradition which the final editor of the Gospel 
thought worth preserving. Cf. D. H. van Daalen, The Real Resurrec- 
tion, London, 1972, p. 34. 
69Cf. John 20:3 -10. 70Bultmann, op. cit., p. 261. 
71Cf. Ibid. 
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supplement to the original Johannine discourse unless it is held 
incredible that John should have thought of resurrection and 
judgment under both present and future aspects.72 
Fourthly, it is Bultmann's contention that in John Jesus' death on 
the cross is his exaltation and glorification. Because of this, the 
resurrection of Jesus in John's Gospel ". . . cannot be an event of 
special significance. "73 He argues that, "No resurrection is needed 
to destroy the triumph which death might be supposed to have gained 
in the crucifixion. "74 However, it is interesting in light of this 
how the glorification or exaltation of Jesus ever came to be recog- 
nized if not by the resurrection of Jesus. Stepping aside for the 
moment from the difficult question of when the exaltation or glorifi- 
cation in John took place, obviously John felt more than the cross 
was involved in Jesus' exaltation; and he supplied the Resurrection 
narrative to complete the story. If Jesus were exalted on the 
cross,75 it was not fully recognized until after the Resurrection, a 
fact which Bultmann does not adequately harmonize with his position. 
Pannenberg is more correct in saying that Jesus' death calls into 
question the validity of his claim, and it was the Resurrection which 
answered the question.76 Jesus' disciples were exposed to a great 
deal of stress at his death, not a sense of triumph. Only after his 
Resurrection did the cross become a sign of victory rather than a 
symbol of defeat and despair. Bultmann, of course, admits that John 
narrates some "Easter- stories;" but the purpose of these, he argues, 
72C. K. Barrett, The Gospel According to St. John, London, 
1967, p. 219. Cf. also Raymond E. Brown, The Gospel According to 
John, New York, 1970, 
73Bultmann, Theology of the New Testament, óp. cit., p. 56. 
74Ibid. 75See John 13:31 -33. 
76Pannenberg, op. cit., pp. 96, 109. 
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is to set forth a warning against taking them for more than they 
ought to be.77 He claims that in the story about Thomas (20:24 -28), 
Thomas is being reprimanded by Jesus for his lack of faith; and this 
makes it clear to him that these stories ought not to be taken as 
signs and pictures for Easter faith or as confessions of faith in 
Easter.78 Reginald Fuller disagrees with Bultmann's understanding of 
John's use of the Resurrection stories and the Thomas story in 
particular. He argues: 
The pronouncement of the Risen One in verse 29, "Blessed are 
those who have not seen and yet believe," is not meant to dis- 
credit Thomas' faith or any faith which relies upon the resurrec- 
tion appearances. It is concerned rather with the problem of the 
generation in which John wrote. They cannot see, as the apostles 
did, but can nevertheless believe precisely because of the word 
of those who have seen. The doubt of Thomas is intended to high- 
light the possibilities of faith for John's readers, not to con- 
demn them. /9 
Whatever else may be said of John's Easter stories, it hardly seems 
likely that he should follow a tradition here for the sake of a 
rebuke. A more weighty example of John's rejection of the Easter 
stories would have been his showing Easter faith in the disciples 
apart from the Resurrection.80 Even in the story of the "other dis- 
77Bultmann, 2E. cit., pp. 56 -7. Cf. also, Bultmann, The 
Gospel of John, RE. cit., pp. 696. 
78Bultmann, Theology of the New Testament, loc. cit. 
79Fuller, 2E. cit., p. 145. 
80John 19:35 (cf. 21:24) is an obvious redactional insertion. 
It indicates that faith before the Resurrection is a possibility, but 
this verse is inserted here to give weight to the preceding descrip- 
tion of the death of Jesus. Barrett, off. cit., pp. 463 -4. R. Brown 
admits this is a parenthetical passage, but it is not to be compared 
with 21:24. Cf. Brown, 2E. cit., pp. 947 -8. Bultmann also believes 
vs. 35 is a late editorial addition to John's Gospel and has little 
to say about it. Cf. Bultmann, The Gospel of John, oP. cit., pp. 11, 
635. John 19:35 cannot, then, be used to argue for Christian faith 
apart from the resurrection of Christ. 
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ciple;' believing on the basis of seeing the grave clothes in the 
empty tomb (John 20:2 -10) points to a faith in a resurrected Christ. 
It is very unlikely then that John would repeat so many Easter 
stories only to say at their conclusion that they are unimportant and 
stress the wrong point. 
Hugh Anderson's question regarding Bultmann's interpretation 
of John's Easter stories is certainly appropriate when he asks: 
If Bultmann is correct, we may wonder why John took the 
trouble to record any Easter stories at all. Since in the body 
of his Gospel, he has dealt very freely with the tradition, it is 
improbable that in regard to his Easter narratives he should 
follow the main lines of the Synoptic tradition, only at the end 
to deny the validity of its concrete depictions by correcting 
them in the climax of the Thomas story.l 
Again, if Bultmann is correct, it would then follow that John 
would have Jesus rebuke all who saw and believed, not just Thomas. 
From the time of the crucifixion, there are no reports of faith in 
the exalted Lord apart from sight. John is quick, however, to com- 
fort his hearers who have never seen the exalted Risen Lord but yet 
have believed in him. Their faith is not lacking because they have 
not seen; and neither is the faith of Mary, the disciples, or even 
Thomas, lacking because they have. In verse 29a and 29b there is a 
contrast, but it is not between a state of blessedness and an 
inferior state. John wants to say that those who "have not seen" but 
believe are not inferior to those who have seen and believed. On the 
contrary, "Those who do not see are equal in God's estimation with 
those who did see and are even, in a certain way, nobler. "82 Perhaps 
verse 29 does indicate a rebuke to Thomas for not having believed the 
81Hugh Anderson, "The Easter Witness of the Evangelists," The 
New Testament in Historical and Contemporary Perspective, ed. by Hugh 
Anderson and William Barclay, Oxford, 1965, p. 53. 
82Brown, 22. cit., p. 1049. 
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disciples' report, but there is no support here (vv. 24 -29) to 
suggest that the appearance of Jesus to the disciples was unnecessary. 
The story of Thomas, then, is one which is expected to be of comfort 
to Christians of all ages, not a rebuke to those who have seen the 
Risen Lord. 
This, of course, raises a further question of the nature of 
Christian faith altogether. It cannot be denied that the disciples' 
claim to faith in the Risen Lord Jesus stems from their having seen 
him after his Resurrection. But what kind of faith is this which 
operates on the basis of sight? Surely no faith would be required 
here at all. It would seem that the faith of all subsequent 
believers is qualitatively different from that of the earliest dis- 
ciples; indeed, there is a difference between those who have seen and 
believed and those who have not seen yet also believe. Three things 
seem clear at this point: (1) The faith of the earliest disciples 
was initiated by sight, i.e., the Risen Lord appeared to them. (2) 
After a period of time such manifestations ceased.83 (3) It is not 
possible to prove or deny the first disciples' claims of having seen 
the Risen Lord, yet Christian faith is intimately bound up with the 
disciples' testimony. The Church's faith is tied directly to the 
message of these early Christians concerning Jesus. The message they 
proclaimed about Jesus is the Church's kerygma. Their faith was 
initiated by sight, and the Church's faith is inseparably bound to 
the disciples' faith or encounter with the Risen Lord. In this sense 
the encounter of the first disciples became a part of the Church's 
kerygma. This is seen especially in the earliest proclamations of 
83I Cor. 15:8 indicates this much, and also the Ascension in 
Luke -Acts indicates that all such appearances ceased after a time. 
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the Gospel, e.2., 
That Christ died for our sins . . 
that he was buried . . . 
that he was raised . . . 
that he appeared to Cephas . . . . (I Cor. 15:3 -5.) 
Also, "The Lord has risen indeed, and has appeared to Simon!" (Luke 
24:34). This combination of event and testimony is also carried on 
in the earliest speeches in the book of Acts, e.u., Acts 2:32; 4:32; 
5:32, in which the eyewitness testimony is of great significance in 
the preaching. Bultmann agrees with this when he states that Easter 
faith cannot be separated from the faith of the first disciples nor 
be less exposed to risk because of it. He explains: 
We cannot buttress our own faith in the resurrection by that 
of the first disciples and so eliminate the element of risk which 
faith in the resurrection always involves. For the first dis- 
ciples' faith in the resurrection is itself part and parcel of 
the eschatological event which is the article of faith. 
In other words, the apostolic preaching which originated in 
the event of Easter Day is itself a part of the eschatological 
event of redemption.84 
The eyewitness testimony and experience of the first disci- 
ples, therefore, is not to be looked upon as being separate from the 
kerygma itself, but is in fact a part of the proclamation of the 
Church. Those who knew the earthly Jesus before the Cross were in a 
unique relationship with him, and they also were afforded an experi- 
ence with the Risen Lord Jesus which has not been duplicated 
throughout the Church's history. Those disciples enjoyed a unique 
experience which separates them from the rest of the Church and 
which the Church also confesses as a part of its proclamation. Now 
in light of this, can it be that the disciples' faith is more secure 
or blessed than that of those who have not seen? By no means. The 
84Rudolf Bultmann, "New Testament and Mythology," Kerygma and 
Myth, ed. by Hans -Werner Bartsch, trans. by Reginald H. Fuller, New 
York, 1961, I, 42. 
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early Church, seeing this possible conclusion, says concerning those 
who saw and believed, Have you believed because you have seen me? 
Blessed are those who have not seen and yet believe" (John 20:29). 
Turning now to Bultmann's analysis of the appearance stories 
in 20:1 -18, he claims that there are two competing episodes, i.e., 
Mary at the tomb and the story of the two disciples, and that they 
were not originally combined in John.85 He also argues that the 
burial story preceding this passage (19:38 -42) does not prepare one 
for this passage but that it rather abruptly breaks in.86 The prob- 
lem of the disciples' not telling Mary of their finding (20:5 -8) also 
suggests to him that there were two stories or traditions here 
originally and that John has set them down in this order perhaps to 
preserve the tradition on the priority of Peter or to point to the 
faith of the "other disciple" (verse 8). Bultmann rightly asks 
whether the story of the two disciples (Peter and supposedly John) 
was inserted into the story of Mary Magdalene.87 Certainty about 
this matter cannot be supported here, but Bultmann does appear to be 
correct in his view that there are two independent stories which John 
has seen fit to introduce side by side. The stories probably do not 
form an original unity. 
Before going on, it should be noted that Bultmann has also 
argued the point that in the story of the two disciples coming to the 
tomb, their faith was initiated by the empty tomb itself. Techni- 
cally, however, John 20:5 -8 shows that the believing (verse 8) was 
only to be found in the "other disciple "88 and based on seeing the 
85Bultmann, The Gospel of John, 2E12 cit., p. 681. 
86lbid., p. 680. 87Ibid. 
88See discussion in Chapter VI, pp. 274 -7. 
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grave clothes, not an empty tomb.89 Bultmann wants to make this 
story fit into the apologetic motifs about the empty tomb which he 
finds in the rest of the Gospel tradition, but no where do the Gos- 
pels ever say that the empty tomb in itself enlists faith in the 
disciples; it is the appearances of Jesus. Even the women must have 
the angels interpret the tomb for them before it becomes significant 
to them. The tomb, then, never in itself becomes the initiator of 
faith though certainly it later became a vehicle for proclaiming the 
resurrection of Jesus. 
Also, Bultmann argues that both Peter and "the other disciple" 
believed based on the presence of the empty tomb, but the story says 
that only one of the disciples believed, and it was after his having 
seen the grave clothes.90 Bultmann says that John would have 
expressly stated that Peter did not believe if he in fact did not, 
but perhaps John does say Peter did not believe when he uses the 
third person singular in verse 8. Perhaps the stronger motif here is 
to show the faith of the "other disciple" in contrast to Peter. How 
much was believed at this point or what was believed is probably not 
as sure as Bultmann would have it, but in this context Tl6TE6ElV no 
doubt refers to the resurrection of Jesus. Less certain, however, is 
Bultmann's claim that it refers to more than that.91 
In the remaining part of this passage (vv. 11 -18), a puzzling 
statement comes to Mary from Jesus after she recognizes him. Jesus 
tells her, "Stop clinging to me for I have not yet ascended to the 
89Bultmann, 22. cit., pp. 681, 684. 
90Vv. 6 -8. The context leads one to believe that the "other 
disciple" saw what Peter had seen, i.e., the grave clothes. 
91Cf. Bultmann, 2E. cit., p. 684. 
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Father" (vs. 17). In matters of harmony, it does not follow the 
parallel passage in Matthew 28:9 where the women seize Jesus' feet 
and worship him, at which time Jesus says to them, "Fear not (vs. 
10). Also, in Matthew he tells the women to tell the disciples he 
will meet them in Galilee, but here he says he is ascending to the 
Father (20:17). 
Bultmann argues that John is simply having Mary tell the same 
story which Jesus had already told his followers in 16:28 (Cf. 16:5, 
10; 13:33; 14:4, 12, 28), and concludes: 
The real Easter faith therefore is that which believes this; 
it consists in understanding the offence of the cross; it is not 
faith in a palpable demonstration of the Risen Lord within the 
mundane sphere.92 
Bultmann surprisingly says that the o1437w (yàp) of verse 17 
refers to Mary rather than Jesus, and he is indicating to her that 
. . she cannot enter into fellowship with him until she has 
recognized him as Lord who is with the Father, and so removed from 
earthly conditions. "93 He then concludes that if this is a correct 
interpretation, then the passage contains a ". . . peculiar critique 
of the Easter stories generally. "94 It seems more likely, however, 
that Bultmann's interpretation here is guided by a strong desire to 
have John repudiate all of the appearances of Jesus as unnecessary 
additions to the story of the cross. Whatever the meaning of otTrw, 
the context is clear that it is in reference to Jesus and not to 
Mary. Jesus forbids her to touch him because of something which he 
has not yet accomplished.95 
Perhaps it is best to summarize briefly Bultmann's under- 
92Ibid., p. 688. 93Ibid., p. 687. 94Ibid. 
95More will be said on this difficult passage in Chapter VII. 
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standing of John before moving on to the next section. Basically 
Bultmann is saying that the Resurrection narratives are an unnecessary 
addition to John's Gospel because the exaltation and glorification of 
Jesus in John is on the Cross, not in the Resurrection. John's 
reason for setting forth the appearance stories is for the purpose of 
repudiating them as is seen not only in the appearance to Thomas, but 
also in the appearance to Mary. Bultmann, however, does not show how 
Easter faith was born apart from the Resurrection appearances. It is 
true that the Cross is a sign of triumph in John (12:32, 33), but 
John shows quite clearly that the road to triumph was understood only 
after the resurrection of Jesus. The disciples had forsaken Jesus 
and were crushed by the event of the Cross, and only after the Resur- 
rection did they see the Cross as a sign of triumph. If the triumph 
was inherently present and visible in the Cross, then it would have 
made no sense to include such a list of appearances only to repudiate 
them. 
Perhaps it would be best at this point to leave Bultmann's 
interpretation of John's Gospel and look at the Resurrection narra- 
tives as a whole, first looking at the empty -tomb stories and then 
the appearance stories to see if he has interpreted them correctly. 
III. AN ANALYSIS OF THE EASTER STORIES 
Bultmann has divided the Easter stories into two categories: 
those setting forth the empty tomb and those giving the stories of 
the appearances. Although there are Resurrection narratives which 
combine both (Matthew 28:1 -10 and John 20:1, 11 -18), he believes it 
is possible to view them separately.96 In the following paragraphs 
96Bultmann, The History of the Synoptic Tradition, op. cit. 
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these two primary traditions in the Easter narratives will be dis- 
cussed using Bultmann's analysis as a guide.97 
Stories of the Empty Tomb 
References to the empty tomb in the Gospels are found in Mark 
16:1 -8, Matthew 28:1 -10 (11 -15), Luke 24:1 -11, and John 20:1, 11 -18. 
Bultmann says that the story of the guard at the tomb in Matthew 
28:11 -15 is a late formulation which goes with 27:62 -66 (HST, p. 
287). He adds to this that since John's reference to the empty tomb 
is a late addition to that Gospe198 and, further, since Matthew and 
Luke develop their stories from Mark, the material then reduces 
itself to the one empty -tomb story in Mark 16:1 -8 (Ibid.). Bultmann 
reduces all of the empty -tomb stories basically to the one found in 
Mark 16:1 -8 which he calls a late apologetic legend added to the tra- 
dition to prove the reality of the Resurrection. He also believes- - 
and probably correctly --that the story of the empty tomb was added at 
a later time in the development of the Easter tradition to the story 
about the appearances of Jesus in Galilee (Ibid., pp. 287 -90). 
In regard to the above comments, it should be noted first of 
all that it is quite clear that Matthew and Luke made use of Mark's 
empty -tomb story; but it does not necessarily follow from this that 
any variations in their reports are expansions of Mark. Both Matthew 
and Luke had other sources at hand from which they could draw 
p. 287. 
970nce again, since many of the references to Bultmann will be 
based on his The History of the Synoptic Tradition, these references 
will be indicated within the text using only "HST" and the appro- 
priate page numbers within parentheses. 
98This is seen in the bringing of two traditions together in 
20:1 -18. 
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(besides Q, perhaps M and L or variations of these), and it is by no 
means certain that these other sources were either later than Mark or 
inferior to him. Also, it is a possibility that since the Gospels 
all seem to go in different directions after the Passion narratives, 
the empty -tomb tradition cannot be so easily assumed to have devel- 
oped from Mark. Although there is a revelation or appearance by the 
angel /s given to the women /woman at the empty tomb in all four Gos- 
pels, further similarities are almost non -existent. Secondly, it is 
an assumption of Bultmann's that John's empty -tomb tradition is a 
late legendary formation. This is not supported by his assertion 
that Jesus was exalted on the cross leaving John with no need of a 
Resurrection.99 Thirdly, in the Gospels it is not the empty tomb 
which convinces the followers of Jesus of his Resurrection, it only 
poses a question. It is the angelus interpres who explains (in the 
Synoptics) the meaning of the empty tomb (Mark 16:6). Even in John 
(20:2 -10), the empty tomb does not in itself initiate faith, and for 
the "other disciple" it was remarkably the grave clothes (vs. 8).100 
Raymond Brown makes an interesting observation that there is 
more uniformity in the empty -tomb narratives than there is in the 
Resurrection narratives; yet critics continue to assign the empty - 
tomb tradition to a later stratum of the Gospel tradition.101 The 
reason for this, he believes, is in part due to the fact that there 
is no empty tomb mentioned in the more primitive traditions in the 
Acts or in Paul and in part due to the angelic appearances in these 
passages which may reflect popular storytelling.102 
99See preceding pp. 129 -ff. 
100See preceding discussion, p. 137. 
101Brown, op. cit., p. 975. 102Ibid. 
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Bultmann believes that the empty -tomb story existed separately 
from the stories of the appearances but that presently it is not 
possible to know which of the two traditions is earlier (HST, p. 
287). He thinks that the end of Mark's Gospel (16:1 -8) may have been 
a device to help explain the addition of the empty tomb to the Easter 
tradition (Ibid., p. 285). He also believes that the whole point of 
the empty -tomb stories is to prove the resurrection of Jesus, and as 
such they are secondary stories filled with legend (Ibid., p. 290). 
For him, it is a strong possibility that, since the Gospels all seem 
to go in different directions after the Passion narratives, the 
empty -tomb tradition cannot be so easily assumed to have developed 
from Mark. Even though there is a revelation or appearance given to 
the women /woman at the empty tomb in all four Gospels, further simi- 
larities are almost non -existent. 
Along with this, Bultmann believes that the role of the angels 
in the empty -tomb story points to the legendary origin of this tradi- 
tion (Ibid.). He notes that except for their interpretative or 
revelatory role in the tomb tradition, the angels have no signifi- 
cance at all. Bultmann is probably correct in rejecting the story 
about the angels at the empty tomb, but it does not follow from this 
that the tomb story itself is a complete fabrication. Quite possibly, 
the presence of the angels at the tomb was intended by the early 
Church only to indicate the significance of the tomb.103 It may also 
be asked whether the appearance and message of the angels at the tomb 
may be excluded from an earlier tomb story due in part to the many 
differences in the angelic message and also to the differences in the 
number of the angels and their location. Basically, the lack of con- 
103Ibid., p. 877. 
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sistency in the kerygmatic messages of the angels (in John there is 
no message at all) is one of the chief reasons for rejecting the 
angelic part of the story. Explaining this problem, E. L. Bode 
writes: 
How can the angel have spoken in the kerygmatic language of 
the primitive church according to Mark, with the authority of God 
as his own messenger to announce the predicted resurrection 
according to Matthew, with themes of Lukan theology according to 
Luke and without any message according to John? The angel can be 
treated in this way since he is a literary motif according to the 
accepted biblical manner of presenting a divinely authoritative 
message.104 
Originally the report of the women (or perhaps just Mary) about the 
absence of Jesus' body from the tomb was puzzling both to the women 
and to the disciples to whom they reported their find.105 This wri- 
ter suggests that one of the earliest forms of the empty -tomb tradi- 
tion may be found in John 20:1, ff., in which Mary and perhaps some 
others with her106 came to the tomb and found it empty on the first 
day of the week. Immediately she left and reported this to the dis- 
ciples and they, or perhaps just Peter,107 also visited the tomb to 
verify the report. There is no indication that Peter believed, and 
104Edward Lynn Bode, The First Easter Morning: The Gospel 
Accounts of the Women's Visit to the Tomb of Jesus, Rome, 1970, p. 
175. 
105E. L. Bode believes that the disciples had already departed 
from Jerusalem to Galilee and that the story of the women telling of 
the empty tomb to the disciples had an apologetic motif intended to 
corroborate the story of the women by having an official witness 
(Peter) examine the condition of the tomb. Cf. Bode, op. cit., pp. 
171 -2. For this writer, however, the evidence that the disciples 
left Jerusalem before the discovery of the tomb on the first day of 
the week is unconvincing. Added to this the fact that three of the 
evangelists state that the women told the disciples of the empty 
tomb, it would seem then that the disciples also knew of the empty 
tomb before they left Jerusalem even though this only caused them to 
wonder with bewilderment until they received the appearance of Jesus 
in Galilee. 
106See Chapter VI, pp. 256 -60. 
107Luke 24:12 seems to indicate this much, but verse 24 
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in fact the faith of the "other disciple" in verse 8 on careful 
examination is suspect.108 The tomb was only acknowledged with per- 
plexity and wonder at this time. Only later after the appearances of 
Jesus did the empty tomb take on any meaning at all 
While at first the empty tomb was not included in the Easter 
kerygma, as Bultmann rightly asserts, its existence could still have 
been acknowledged -- indeed, assumed --by those who proclaimed the 
resurrection of Jesus. In the earliest preaching about the cross and 
resurrection of Jesus, the empty tomb, which was not in itself a call 
to faith, played only a minor role. That the tomb was empty was evi- 
dently accepted not only by the friends of Christ, but also by his 
enemies as is seen in the Jewish polemic in Matthew 28.109 It cannot 
be denied, however, that by the time of the formation of the Easter 
narratives the early Church used the story of the empty tomb as a 
framework for the preaching of the resurrection of Jesus. This 
preaching, as Ulrich Wilckens puts it, ". . . was stylized in the 
form of the proclamation of the angel. "110 This is seen, of course, 
appears to allow for more than Peter at the tomb. 
108The hero of the passage is "the other disciple" who, 
according to vs. 8, sees and believes. Clearly this passage serves 
the best interest of "the other disciple;" but if that one (John ?) 
did believe, it is difficult to square that with vs. 9, ". . . for 
as yet they did not know the scripture, that he must rise from the 
dead." Also, there appears to be no communication between the "other 
disciple" and the other disciples concerning this new found faith. 
Added to this, the fact that neither Luke 24:12 nor 24 indicate that 
anyone believed at this time causes this writer to think that no one 
in fact believed at this time. 
109Although the story of the guard at the tomb is viewed by 
many scholars as a late apologetic inserted into the Easter narra- 
tives, the story itself at least shows that both the friends and 
enemies of Christ admitted that the tomb was empty. The only ques- 
tion was how it became that way. This is discussed more in Chapter 
VI, Section 3. 
110Wilckens, pp... cit., p. 73. 
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in the angelic proclamation, "He has risen, he is not here; see the 
place where they laid him" (Mark 16:6). 
This omission of the angels from the tomb tradition can be 
justified, then, on the basis that their absence from the story makes 
more sense of the tradition itself. The tomb was found empty on the 
first day of the week (all four Evangelists agree) by the women (or 
perhaps just Mary), and this was reported to the disciples, but the 
significance of the tomb remained ambiguous until the appearances of 
Jesus in Galilee sometime later.111 The preaching of the resurrec- 
tion of Jesus in Palestine (primarily Jerusalem) could presuppose the 
empty tomb and make no mention of it, e.u., Acts 2:22 -36;112 4:8 -12, 
etc. Only later does the tomb become an appropriate vehicle for pro- 
claiming the resurrection of Jesus. Although there may be "conserva- 
tive alarm" over the suggestion that the angelic appearances at the 
tomb were manufactured by the early Church to serve as a means of 
conveying the Easter message, a second look at the function of angels 
in the Scriptures will help alleviate the difficulty. Raymond Brown 
has shown that frequently the appearance of an "angel of the Lord" in 
the Old Testament is simply another way of visibly describing God's 
speaking with men without any separate appearance of an angel 
intended.113 He also adds that the freedom with which the Evange- 
lists handled the angelic appearance at the tomb, e.g., the number of 
angels, their position at the tomb, and their message, suggests that 
111The problem of the location of the appearances will be dis- 
cussed in the next section and also in Chapter VII. 
112Acts 2:31 seems to presuppose that the body of Jesus did 
not remain in the tomb. 
113Brown, The Virginal Conception and Bodily Resurrection of 
Jesus, 11. cit., p. 122. 
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they were aware that they were not ". . . dealing with controllable 
facts, but with imaginative description. "114 For these reasons, this 
writer believes that the angels and their message in the tomb tradi- 
tion are late additions of the Church to an already existing and 
authentic story about the empty tomb. 
Along with the above, perhaps it should be added that a resur- 
rected Lord without an empty tomb is not in keeping with Jewish 
expectations of that day.115 The empty tomb not only points to the 
nature of the resurrection, but it also has a negative value in that 
the preaching of the resurrection of Jesus to a group of Jews who 
could easily produce a tomb with a body would be extremely difficult 
if not impossible. Accepting the full force of this argument, Ray- 
mond Brown believes it is still one of the strongest reasons in favor 
of the empty -tomb tradition. He writes: 
How did the preaching that Jesus was victorious over death 
ever gain credence if his corpse or skeleton lay in a tomb known 
to all? His enemies would certainly have brought this forward as 
an objection; yet in all the anti -resurrection argumentation 
reflected indirectly in the Gospels or in the 2nd -century Chris- 
tian apologists we never find an affirmation that the body was in 
the tomb. There are Christian arguments to show that the body 
was not stolen or confused in a common burial, but the opponents 
114Ibid. p. 123. 
115While it may be true that there were several differing 
views on life after death in Palestine in the first century A.D. and 
that there was no unanimity on one's mode of existence after death 
(see C. F. Evans, Resurrection and the New Testament, London, 1970, 
pp. 27, ff.), it is clear that for the majority of Palestinian 
inhabitants the notion of bodily resurrection from the grave was the 
predominant one. Cf. W. D. Davies, Paul and Rabbinic Judaism, Lon- 
don, 1948, pp. 299 -301. The primary difference of opinion seems to 
have been whether or not the body raised was a physical or a spiri- 
tual one. (D. S. Russell, Between the Testaments, Philadelphia, 
1965, pp. 145, ff.) Although it cannot be argued conclusively that 
there was no Greek influence which caused this difference, it is a 
fact that the Hebrew understanding of personality could not ulti- 
mately be expressed apart from a bodily existence. Ibid., pp. 157, 
ff. 
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seem to accept the basic fact that the body can no longer be 
found. . . . Moreover, the Christian memory of Joseph of Arima- 
thea, which can only with great difficulty be explained as a 
fabrication, would be rather pointless unless the tomb he sup- 
plied had special significance.116 
Adding to this, Edward L. Bode, in his study of the empty -tomb 
traditions, has given several strong reasons in favor of the antiq- 
uity of this story. For one, he believes that the proclamation of 
the resurrection of Jesus on the first day of the week in the empty - 
tomb tradition is a "rough fit" with the "third day" motif (I Cor. 
15:4). If this were a late apologetic story inserted into the Easter 
narratives, it would seem that the editor /s would have been more 
careful in bringing the time factor more in line with the "third day" 
tradition. He explains: 
One can by Jewish gymnastics in the reckoning of time make the 
third day after the death and burial of Jesus come out to the 
first day of the week when the tomb was found empty. But, with- 
out the studied attempt to reconcile the two time indications, 
the matter is not that apparent, or simple, especially if one 
follows the Matthean tradition that the visit occurred on what we 
would call Saturday evening. Thus we wonder if the rough fit of 
the tomb with the third -day motif could also possibly indicate 
the antiquity of the tomb tradition . . . . Such a lack of har- 
mony would point to an independent and ancient source for the 
tomb tradition.117 
He adds to this the fact that the women were used as witnesses 
to the empty tomb indicates the essential reliability of the tradi- 
tion. First, if this tomb passage were an invention, he concludes 
that the inventors would have been careful to make the names of the 
women agree.118 Again, he suggests that a report by women would have 
been suspect (cf. Luke 24:11) making such an apologetic fabrication 
unlikely. Finally, he notes that women were not allowed by the Jews 
116Brown, The Gospel According to John, op. cit., p. 976. 
117Bode, ó?. cit., pp. 161 -2. 118Ibid., p. 161. 
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to be witnesses.119 The strength of this argument of course is that 
if the story were a late fabrication, it would not have been founded 
upon the testimony of women. 
For these reasons, then, the empty -tomb story can be consid- 
ered a part of the earliest known traditions of the Church which later 
became a vehicle for proclaiming the resurrection of Jesus. The empty 
tomb is secondary, therefore, only in the sense of importance. Easter 
faith could not have rested on an empty -tomb proclamation even though 
this writer believes that that faith could not have existed without 
it either. The appearances of Christ brought cohesion to the tradi- 
tion and solved the riddle which the tomb itself posed. If an empty 
tomb could be established historically, this still would not do much 
for Christian faith in itself. Unless it were interpreted and seen 
as that which goes along with the resurrection of Christ, i.e., that 
which shows the nature of the resurrection of Jesus, it is valueless. 
Approaching this event, however, solely by means of an historical 
approach to the empty tomb is fruitless. Hugh Anderson is right in 
his criticism of Ethelbert Stauffer's attempt to prove that the story 
of the empty tomb is true. He writes: 
Even if Stauffer had proven the empty tomb beyond reasonable 
doubt, the Erlangen historian would then have given us only an 
empty tomb and not a risen Lord.120 
Of course, Anderson's criticism is no argument against the empty -tomb 
tradition, but he is correct in rejecting a misplaced emphasis. 
Christians believe in Jesus Christ, not an ambiguous empty tomb. 
119Ibid. He cites a midrash on Deut. 19:15 from the school of 
Akiba who lived in the second century. Bode also suggests a possible 
connection between Christian witnessing and Paul's order that women 
remain silent in the Church (I Cor. 14:34). 
120Anderson, Jesus and Christian Origins, op. cit., p. 60. 
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Uninterpreted history is unintelligible and not a basis for faith 
since it is open to a legion of interpretations and misinterpreta- 
tions. For this reason, i.e., the ambiguity of the empty tomb, the 
interpreting angel was introduced by the early Church into this story. 
The revelation of God in history, however, is not as unin- 
telligible as an empty tomb. God has not grounded Christian faith on 
an unintelligible sign, but upon the appearances of Jesus.121 George 
Ladd is probably correct when he says that it is wrong to dismiss the 
empty tomb as a later apologetic story especially since the Gospels 
do not set forth the empty tomb to prove the Resurrection.122 He 
notes that the empty tomb was only one indication that Jesus' resur- 
rection was a bodily one: 
The bodily character of Jesus' resurrection is attested also 
in other ways. His body made an impression on the disci les' 
physical senses of touch (Matt. 28:9, John 20:17, 27),121 sight 
and hearing (John 20:16; Mary probably recognized Jesus by the 
tone of His voice when He spoke her name).14 
Bultmann, while trying to prove the secondary and legendary 
nature of the empty -tomb tradition, further argues his point by con- 
tending that Paul knew nothing of the empty -tomb tradition even 
121Christian faith is based on an encounter with the Risen 
Lord, not with an empty tomb. The resurrection of Jesus is attested 
to in the New Testament by his appearances to his followers. After 
having seen the Risen Lord, the disciples could understand the impor- 
tance of the empty tomb. It was not so much an object of Christian 
faith as it was a related means of proclaiming that faith and indeed 
of helping to see the nature of the event of the Resurrection itself. 
The tomb is not that which proves that Jesus is alive, only a way of 
understanding his aliveness. 
122George Eldon Ladd, "The Resurrection of Jesus Christ," 
Christian Faith and Modern Theology, ed. by Carl F. H. Henry, New 
York, 1964, pp. 276 -7. 
1230f course John 20:27 does not actually say Thomas touched 
Jesus, but that he could have is probably the point Ladd is making 
here. 
124Ladd, o. cit., p. 277. 
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though, he concedes, the story may already have been in existence 
when Paul wrote.125 This argument, of course, is an argument from 
the silence of the early tradition passed on in I Corinthians 15:3, 
ff., where Paul makes no mention of the tomb in his kerygmatic sec- 
tion on the resurrection of Christ. Bultmann rightly deduces from 
its absence in Paul that the empty tomb was a subordinate theme in 
the official kerygma, but he is overstating his case when he claims 
that the empty tomb was of no significance at all for it (HST, p. 
290). The tomb was not mentioned in this kerygmatic passage because 
faith was not built upon an empty tomb but upon the appearances of 
the Risen Christ. Ultimately, it is also an argument from silence to 
say that Paul knew of this tradition; but there are several reasons 
for rejecting the notion that Paul was unaware of it or at least did 
not assume that the tomb was empty. First of all, Paul did not write 
a Gospel; he wrote epistles. Why should he be expected to relate a 
tradition which played no major role in the proclamation when he is 
only giving a brief summary of it? Paul did not narrate any of the 
appearances in this passage; he only briefly listed them. What place 
or purpose would any mention of the empty tomb have had for Paul's 
argument in this chapter? Paul is setting forth arguments for the 
nature of the future resurrection. His argument is that since Christ 
is risen from the dead --and this is attested to by witnesses and 
already accepted by the Corinthians, how can some say there is no 
resurrection from the dead (15:12)? The problem here, of course, is 
not the Corinthians' denial of the resurrection of Christ, but the 
resurrection in general. Paul conversely argues that if the dead do 
125Bultmann, Theology of the New Testament, op. cit., I, 45. 
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not rise, then Christ is not risen. But since Christ is alive as the 
appearances show --and not an empty tomb, then the dead do rise. 
Again, Bultmann should not automatically assume that Paul's 
silence on the matter of the empty -tomb tradition indicates his 
ignorance of it especially since Paul had close contact with the 
Palestinian churches where this tradition supposedly arose.126 
In Galatians 1:18 -2:10, Paul speaks of his having gone up to 
Jerusalem and having conferred with the leaders in the church 
there.127 Bultmann would have one believe that this tradition could 
have circulated in the Palestinian Jewish churches which Paul visited 
and with whom he agreed fully on the matter of the Gospel (Gal. 2:6- 
10; I Cor. 15:5 -9) and yet the story never cross the path of Pau1.128 
Paul no where shows that he was at variance with the empty -tomb tra- 
126Thus far, this writer knows of no one who seriously enter- 
tains the notion that the empty -tomb story developed outside of 
Palestine. The story is at least in harmony with the Jewish under- 
standing of the resurrection from the dead and could best be under- 
stood in a Palestinian context. 
127Although Paul in his letter to the Galatians states that 
the leaders in Jerusalem "added nothing" to him (2:6), one must be 
careful to understand the way Paul expressed himself on this occa- 
sion. Paul was accused of preaching a watered -down version of the 
gospel, and his apostolic authority was in question. Consequently, 
as J. A. Fitzmyer states, "He was at pains, therefore, to emphasize 
his divine, direct, and undelegated apostolic commission and the 
heavenly origin of his gospel." Joseph A. Fitzmyer, Pauline Theol- 
ogy, Englewood Cliffs, 1967, p. 11. Fitzmyer very carefully goes on 
to show Paul's strong dependence upon the apostolic tradition of the 
early Church in its kerygma, liturgy, hymns, confessional formulas, 
its theological terminology, and paraenesis. Ibid., pp. 11 -3. 
128Harald Riesenfeld, in an essay emphasizing the weaknesses 
of the form -critical method, says that Paul's first journey to Jeru- 
salem after three years in Arabia was probably to fulfill a precon- 
dition of the fulfillment of his apostolic work. i.e., that Peter 
should test him on whether he had really made the tradition of the 
words and deeds of Jesus his own. This tradition, Riesenfeld adds, 
would have been in the form which the words and deeds of Jesus would 
have assumed by that time. Cf. Harald Riesenfeld, The Gospel Tradi- 
tion, Oxford, 1970, pp. 17 -8. 
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dition; and it is mere conjecture to suggest, as Bultmann does, that 
this tradition is a legendary addition to the Easter Stories. All 
four Gospels mention the empty tomb.129 and certainly these tradi- 
tions were in existence in oral form at least before they were writ- 
ten down which would probably make them contemporary with Paul. The 
variations between the four Evangelists point to a certain freedom in 
their handling of the traditions with which they were acquainted, but 
their freedom in handling the empty -tomb story was limited to the 
minor details only. The fact of the empty tomb is firmly rooted in 
all four Gospels; and this being so, it is hard to believe that Paul 
was unacquainted with such a strongly attested tradition in the early 
Church, whether or not it was circulated inside or outside of Pales- 
tine. 
Thirdly, for the sake of argument, even if it were granted 
that Paul was unaware of the empty -tomb tradition as it is presented 
in the Gospels, it does not follow that he would not have presupposed 
as much. Paul's understanding of the resurrected body as outlined in 
I Corinthians 15 is one which involves the transformation of the body 
into something new. It is not that a person does away with the old 
body and takes on the new, but that the old is incorporated within 
the new. This view was not unique to Paul but had other adherents in 
earlier Judaism. First Enoch 108:11, ff., is a very close parallel 
129It would seem as though the principle of multiple attesta- 
tion would be a key factor in deciding an early and late tradition. 
The story of the guard at the tomb (Matt. 28:11 -15) appears only one 
time and in a decidedly late Gospel. Consequently, many scholars 
believe it to be a late apologetic narrative designed to meet the 
needs of the developing early Church. However, the empty -tomb tradi- 
tion itself appears in all four Gospels, and this argues substan- 
tially in favor of its authenticity in the earliest Easter traditions. 
Cf. Harvey K. McArthur, "The Burden of Proof in Historical Jesus 
Research," Expository Times, 82:119, January, 1971. 
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to Paul's understanding of the resurrected body, and II Baruch 50:4; 
51:2, 16 also gives a clear indication that the physical body is not 
rejected in the resurrection but is transformed into the new.130 If 
Paul understood the resurrection from the grave as involving a trans- 
formed body, he would naturally have assumed the grave to be empty 
even if he did not know the elaborate tomb traditions of the Gospels. 
Why should Paul have made reference to an empty tomb in his kerygma 
if it did not add to the argument he was presenting and if it would 
go without saying? The best place to substantiate this claim, of 
course, is in I Corinthians 15. It must be asked at the outset, to 
whom was Paul writing? The answer is, of course, that he was writing 
to the Christian Greeks at Corinth. The acceptance of life after 
death was not a problem to these Corinthians, but that it should 
manifest itself in a bodily existence was.131 The whole argument for 
the resurrection of the dead would be absurd if the Corinthians took 
no offense at a bodily resurrection.132 Paul's argument for a bodily 
resurrection is set forth in I Corinthians 15:35, ff., where he 
argues for the continuity of life after death with bodily existence. 
Paul shows here that the body is buried (or sown) a physical body, 
130Cf. D. S. Russell, The Method and Message of Jewish 
Apocalyptic, London, 1971, pp. 366 -79 for a more complete discussion 
of this subject; also his Between the Testaments, op. cit., pp. 157- 
62. 
131See W. D. Davies' discussion of this passage where he iden- 
tifies the deniers of the resurrection as Christians who were open to 
the Hellenistic influences and therefore found difficulty with the 
Hebrew idea of resurrection. Davies, op. cit., pp. 303 -8. 
132It is not known for sure how these Christians viewed the 
resurrection of Jesus himself or how they may have spiritualized the 
Easter story. Since they did deny the resurrection in general (15:12) 
and yet accepted the resurrection of Jesus (15:11), one is led to 
believe that they were able to harmonize the two seemingly contra- 
dictory beliefs in their own minds at least. 
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but it is raised a spiritual body (vs. 44).133 The continuity lies 
in the fact that it is a body which is both buried and then raised. 
The only discontinuity has to do with the nature of that body, i.e., 
whether it is physical or spiritual, mortal or immortal.134 
Elsewhere in Paul the spiritual body is shown to be a redeemed 
and transformed body.135 This is surely attested to by II Corinthians 
5:4 where Paul writes: 
For while we are in this tent, we sign with anxiety; not that 
we would be unclothed, but that we would be further clothed, so 
that what is mortal may be swallowed up by life.l3b 
This writer completely agrees with Karl Barth's assessment of 
Paul's understanding of the nature of the resurrection of Jesus in 
I Corinthians 15 when he unequivocally states: 
That by resurrection, anything else than bodily resurrection 
could be understood by Paul or by the doubters is an assumption 
to be found nowhere throughout the chapter. It goes without 
133Willi Marxsen argues that "the body" in Paul is little more 
than a reference to the personal "I" and that here the only con- 
tinuity involved in the pre and post- resurrection modes of existence 
is that of the "I" of personal existence. Cf. Willi Marxsen, The 
Resurrection of Jesus of Nazareth, trans. by Margaret Kohl, London, 
1970, pp. 69 -70. His argument, of course, is to show that for Paul a 
spiritual body does not presuppose an empty grave. Ibid. This view 
must be rejected because it does an injustice to Paul's understanding 
of the body and also because it does not consider I Cor. 15 seriously 
enough in which Paul shows that the continuity of the resurrected 
existence with a man's earthy existence is not in a fleshly body, but 
a transformed body. Future corporeal existence did not mean future 
physical existence for Paul, but neither did it mean a simple identi- 
fication of the old "I" with a new "I" of personal existence. If 
Marxsen is correct, it is difficult to see what Paul's conflict with 
the Corinthians might have been! 
134Ladd, óp. cit., p. 275. 
135Ás in Phil. 3:21 and Rom. 8:23. 
136This is admittedly a very difficult passage, but here Paul 
shows that the point of the continuity and discontinuity between the 
Christian's present and his future is one of bodily existence --or the 
hope for it- -after death. 
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saying that bodily resurrection is meant.137 
Although I Corinthians 15:35 -54 speaks of the Christians' 
resurrection and not Christ's, the Christian's resurrection is unde- 
niably associated quite closely with that of Christ (Phil. 3:21).138 
So then, it could be argued, that as Christ was raised, so the Chris- 
tian will also be raised. Paul says in I Corinthians 15 that the 
Christian's resurrection will be a transformed (áaaaynoóueea vs. 51) 
existence, not the mere resuscitation of a corpse.139 It will be a 
transformed bodily resurrection from the dead. 
Before returning to the question of whether Paul knew of the 
empty -tomb tradition and accepted it, one more passage should be 
mentioned to indicate Paul's awareness of the bodily resurrection of 
Jesus. He writes in Romans 8:11: 
. . and if the Spirit who raised up Jesus from the dead 
137Barth, op. cit., p. 123. 
138Wolfhart Pannenberg adds as proof of this fact Romans 6:8 
and 8:29. Cf. Pannenberg, op. cit., pp. 76 -7. To be fair, it must 
be added that Bultmann agrees that the destiny of the Christian is 
wrapped up in the destiny of Christ, but he does not say that this 
destiny has to do with a future bodily existence. On this point 
Bultmann believes Paul is confused. Bultmann, Theology of the New 
Testament, op. cit., I, 345 -7. 
139Fuller, op. cit., p. 18. D. S. Russell has shown that 
Paul's understanding of the resurrection of believers is in harmony 
with the development of the idea in the Intertestamental literature. 
He cites a striking parallel between I Cor. 15 and II Baruch 49 -51 in 
which an account of the transformation of the resurrection body is 
given. Cf. Russell, Between the Testaments, op. cit., p. 160. Cf. 
also I Enoch 108:11 where the "spiritual" body is a transformed 
physical body which was buried in the earth and raised up a "glorious 
body" on the day of resurrection. Although it is not possible to say 
that this view, i.e., a transformed bodily existence, was the domi- 
nant view of lifé áfter death in Palestine in the first century A.D., 
there is at least this indication that Paul believed that the physi- 
cal body is not dissolved, but incorporated into the resurrected (or 
spiritual) body; and in this belief he is in agreement with a later 
development of the understanding of resurrection in the intertesta- 
mental period. 
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dwells in you, he who raised him up140 shall make alive (give 
life to) your mortal bodies also through his Spirit which dwells 
in you. (My translation.) 
Here Paul clearly says that the Christians' future resurrection is 
like Jesus' resurrection which was a bodily one. How Jesus was 
raised is seen in the words CwoTr0lñ6ci Kaì Tá evfTà o paTa 
The adjunctive use of Kal (also) indicates that what happened to 
Jesus also will happen to believers. It therefore seems clear that 
Paul was convinced of the bodily resurrection of Jesus. George Ladd 
believes that this verse illustrates what has already been said of 
I Corinthians 15:35, ff., namely that the Spirit will animate "our 
mortal bodies" in the resurrection, i.e., He will someday give them 
life.141 
Now, in light of the above arguments for the bodily resurrec- 
tion of Christ in Paul's theology, it seems reasonable to believe 
that Paul was aware of the empty -tomb tradition given in the Gospels 
--or he could have assumed as much --and that it was not included in 
the kerygma he summarizes in I Corinthians 15 because it was a sub- 
ordinate aspect of the kerygma. Paul's belief in the bodily resur- 
rection of Christ, and indeed of all believers, would make this go 
without saying. Had Paul written a Gospel and included a narrative 
of the resurrection of Jesus but not of the empty tomb, Bultmann 
would clearly have a case to argue; but to say that Paul knew nothing 
140xpl6TÒV ÉK vEKpav at this point has very weak manuscript 
support and is not to be considered a part of the original passage. 
141Ladd, op. cit., p. 276. On this verse see also R. H. 
Fuller, op. cit., pp. 20 -1, who is in basic agreement with this 
writer's interpretation here. Cf. also Franz Mussner's book on the 
resurrection of Jesus where he specifically deals with this and other 
passages which indicate a bodily resurrection in Paul's thought. 
Franz Mussner, Die Auferstehung Jesu (Biblische Handbibliothek, Band 
VII), München, 1969, pp. 106 -17. 
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of the empty tomb because it is not mentioned in I Corinthians 15:3, 
ff., is a very weak argument, especially when compared with other 
passages where he speaks of a transformed bodily resurrection.142 
Reginald Fuller is correct when he says that the empty -tomb tradition 
in the New Testament ". . . serves as a presupposition for the 
kerygma rather than as a part of the kerygma itself. "143 He also 
chides Bultmann for not seeing that the empty tomb in the New Testa- 
ment does not suggest a resuscitation of a corpse but rather an 
"eschatological transformation. "144 
To say that God has raised up Jesus from the dead means, as 
Fuller explains, ". . . that the total being of Jesus, his concrete 
psychosomatic being, the whole man, was translated into eschatologi- 
cal existence, and thereby transformed. "145 Fuller is critical of 
Bultmann at this point because he believes he is inconsistent with 
his own enterprise of demythologizing. Bultmann, he contends, did 
not interpret the empty tomb, but he eliminated it. Bultmann's pre- 
supposition that the dead do not rise leads him to eliminate this 
tradition from the kerygma. However, as has been shown, the empty - 
tomb tradition is not out of harmony with the New Testament kerygma 
about the resurrection of Jesus, nor can it be proved that it is 
either a late tradition or one unknown to Paul. Fuller rightly con- 
tends that since the empty tomb: 
. is embedded in a theological outlook that is wholly 
142Rom. 8:11, 22 -25. Albrecht Oepke also contends that I Cor. 
6:13 -20 proves that Paul had accepted the empty tomb of Jesus as a 
fact. Albrecht Oepke, "syefpw," Theological Dictionary of the New 
Testament, ed. by Gerhard Kittel, trans. by Geoffrey W. Bromiley, 
Grand Rapids, 1964, II, 335 -6. 
143Fuller, 22. cit., p. 179. 144Ibid., pp. 179 -80. 
145Ibid., p. 185. 
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compatible with the earliest proclamation of the resurrection, 
that of a transformation of the body out of the grave, we were 
prepared to assign this alleged fact to the very earliest 
period.146 
He is also correct in saying that faith in the Resurrection for the 
disciples did not rest on the empty tomb, only that the disciples 
used it as a "vehicle" for the proclamation of the Resurrection. 147 
Perhaps an additional note should be given before closing this 
section. Although it is quite common to assert the independent 
origin of the empty -tomb tradition,148 this writer is not convinced 
that the disciples were unaware of the empty -tomb story before 
leaving Jerusalem. There is no proof that the disciples fled Jerusa- 
lem at the arrest of Jesus. The tradition in favor of their knowing 
of the tomb is quite strong, and the objections to it seem to be 
based upon the assumption that the disciples fled Jerusalem imme- 
diately before or shortly after the crucifixion, and only later did 
they hear of the empty tomb when they came back to Jerusalem.149 All 
of the Gospels presuppose that the women told the disciples of the 
tomb in Jerusalem. Therefore, the disciples probably knew of the 
tomb though it meant little to them at the time. It only posed ques- 
tions to them until they received the appearances. 
Stories of the Appearances 
Bultmann says there are two kinds or types of motifs combined 
146Ibid., p. 171. 147Ibid. 
1480f. Pannenberg, off. cit., pp. 104 -5; Herbert Burhenn, 
"Pannenberg's Argument for the Historicity of the Resurrection," 
Journal of the American Academy of Religion, 11:370, September, 1972; 
Bode, óp. cit., pp. 168 -ff.; Fuller, 22. cit., p. 56;,1Wilckens, loc. 
cit.; Hans Grass, Ostergeschehen und Osterberichte, Gottingen, 1970, 
pp. 173 -83. 
149Pannenberg, loc. cit 
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or found separately in the appearance stories.150 The first motif 
has to do with the proving of the Resurrection by the appearances of 
the Risen Lord.151 He believes, as was noted previously, that John's 
Resurrection narratives close with a rebuke of all such stories. 
John's purpose in giving the story of Thomas, he claims, was to dis- 
credit the other appearance stories which try to prove the resurrec- 
tion of Jesus by means of the appearances.152 The second motif is 
the missionary charge of the Risen Lord, and it can be seen espe- 
cially in Matthew 28:16 -20 and John 20:19 -23. Bultmann says that the 
first motif fits better the appearance to individuals, and the second 
motif comes out clearer in stories of the appearances to all of the 
apostles (HST, pp. 288 -9). Although he admits that this is not a 
rigid pattern, he believes that John 21:15 -17, the main exception, 
presupposes the presence of the other disciples. 
Bultmann argues strongly that the second motif is a late prod- 
uct of Hellenistic Christianity because such stories presuppose the 
universal mission as something authorized by a command of the Risen 
Christ (Ibid., p. 189). He is quite emphatic that the earliest 
Church knew nothing of this command either to the whole world or even 
to the Jews. He bases his argument on Galatians 2:7 which he claims 
proves his point.153 
150J. Jeremias has four motifs which he finds in the Resur- 
rection narratives. Cf. Joachim Jeremias, New Testament Theology, 
trans. by John Bowden, London, 1971, pp. 302 -3. 
151This motif he believes is especially dominant in Luke 24:13- 
35; John 20:1, 11 -18, combined with the story of the empty tomb; 
20:24 -29; 21:1 -14. HST, p. 289. 
152This was already argued against in the previous section, 
pp. 129 -ff. 
153HST, pp. 288 -9. Bultmann mildly rebukes E. Fascher for not 
having thought of this passage. 
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Bultmann's assertion, however, is untenable for several 
reasons. First, Galatians 2:7 does not exclude a Gentile mission in 
any sense. It only claims that the primary focus of Peter's mission 
was to the Jews, and it was recognized that Paul's mission was to the 
Gentiles. As the book of Acts shows, Paul's first preaching, when he 
went from city to city, was to the Jews first, then to the Gentiles. 
Romans 1:16 also points to this fact. On the other hand, Acts 10, 
11, shows Peter's concern for the salvation of the Gentiles. 
Although Galatians 2:11, ff., points to Peter's inconsistency in his 
mission to the Gentiles, Peter's presence in Antioch would not lead 
one to conclude that Peter was disinterested in the world mission 
enterprise! This statement, of course, is assuming that Peter was a 
part of the earliest Christian community! Would this not indicate 
that at least one Christian Jew who came from Palestine, e.g., Peter, 
was interested in the evangelism of Gentiles? 
Bultmann evidently does not deem relevant the fact that Jesus, 
early in his ministry, sent out his disciples to preach.154 Even 
though this preaching was to Israel alone at that time (Matt. 10:4, 
6), missionizing was certainly a part of the ministry and teaching of 
Jesus.155 After the resurrection of Jesus, however, the command to 
154Cf. Mk. 6:7 -13; Matt. 10:1 -11:1; Lk. 10:1 -20. 
155Admittedly the message of the disciples was different at 
this time than the later post- Easter kerygma found in the Acts and 
the remainder of the New Testament, but the fact of Jesus' interest 
in the area of evangelism is clearly indicated here. Also, the 
interest of Jesus in those who were not of the family of Israel, 
e.., Matt. 8:5 -13; John 4:7 -39; Mk. 5:14 -20, does not suggest a lack 
of interest in world mission. Since these various passages were 
taught in the earliest Palestinian Church, there appears to be no 
good reason for denying the Church's interest in world mission. At 
first, perhaps due to the phenomenal initiation of the Church, the 
Church was more interested in establishing itself; but within a 
short period of time the necessity of world mission became a domi- 
nant theme in the life of that community of believers. 
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evangelize included the whole world ( "all nations," Matt. 28:19; Lk. 
24:47). The evangelistic concern, though confined to Palestine at 
first, was later expanded from the borders of Palestine to the whole 
world. Bultmann's assertion that the missionary motif aspect of some 
of the appearance stories grew up on Hellenistic soil seems to miss 
the fact that Christian faith was born in Palestine and developed 
from there regardless of how it later expanded. How did the Gospel 
which started in Jewish Palestine get beyond its borders without some 
initiative for evangelism? Bultmann answers that even if the mission 
to preach to Israel were given to the primitive community in the 
certainty of the Resurrection, ". . . there could hardly have been a 
story of an appearance in which this charge was expressly given" (HST, 
loc. cit.). But why not? Bultmann replies: 
For this missionary task could not be experienced as something 
surprising, needing express authorization, but was self -evidently 
given in the certainty that Jesus was risen from the dead and 
that as the risen Lord he was the coming Messiah. And this and 
nothing else must have been the content of the oldest stories of 
the Easter appearances, just as it was the content of Paul's 
vision on the Damascus Road (Ibid.). 
This line of reasoning, however, does not fit with Bultmann's 
other statement that the world mission enterprise began on Hellen- 
istic soil (Ibid., p. 289). It appears as though he is arguing on 
the one hand that the idea of a universal mission grew up on Hellen- 
istic soil, but then argues that the missionary task was a self - 
evident phenomenon given in the assurance of Jesus' resurrection 
from the dead. If the appearances (or, as Bultmann says, the assur- 
ance of Jesus' resurrection from the dead) contained a self- evident 
motif for evangelism, then how can Bultmann say evangelism origi- 
nated outside of Palestine since all of the appearances (or self - 
assurances as he would possibly call them /ibid.7) occurred in 
Palestine? It appears here that Bultmann has used only that part of 
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Acts which fits into his own understanding of the kerygma and has 
discarded that material in Acts (or John) which does not harmonize 
with that understanding. Notice that in Acts 9:4, 5, the Damascus 
Road "vision" was not without content. In Acts 13:47 Paul speaks of 
a commission given to him by the Risen Lord; and again in Acts 26:12- 
18 the content of that appearance is more completely spelled out, 
especially verses 16 -18. Acts 22:10, 15, indicate that the charge of 
evangelism was "second hand" through Annanias, but once again this 
does not mean that the charge did not come from the Lord or that the 
appearance was without content as Bultmann says. So far few scholars 
seriously accept multiple authorship of the Acts even though the 
author may well have used multiple sources in his compilation. The 
speeches in Acts quite possibly had diversified authorship, but it 
was probably only one author /editor who put the book together. Know- 
ing this, it is unlikely that the author who emphasized the mission- 
ary endeavors of Paul in the last half of the book would have allowed 
the supposed contradictions between chapters 9, 22, and 26 if he 
indeed felt that there were any implied. No doubt he felt all three 
passages were in harmony with one another. 
So, why does Bultmann cite Acts as proof that the appearance 
to Paul was a self -evident conviction rather than a missionary com- 
mand? The heart of Bultmann's contention is that there was no con- 
tent in any of the appearances. The conviction of the exaltation of 
Christ came from the cross, not a Resurrection appearance. All such 
stories are, for Bultmann, secondary and unnecessary to the Gospel 
story. The content of such stories developed in large part from the 
needs of the early Christian community and not from the events which 
they describe (Ibid., pp. 290 -1). He believes that these stories 
are the results of dogmatic and apologetic motifs of the early 
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Church (Ibid.). This assertion is quite surprising in light of the 
strong Gospel tradition which supports the view that in the appear- 
ances the Risen Lord gave commands to missionary service. Only Mark, 
whose Gospel is not complete --and Bultmann agrees here, omits a 
missionary charge; and even there the last editors of the Gospel 
(16:9 -20) felt the need to "fill in" the missing information con- 
cerning a missionary charge. The I Corinthians 15 Resurrection 
narrative in its briefest form also points to evangelism (vv. 1, 2, 
11), i.e., the Gospel which Paul received kapéaaßov) was meant to be 
preached (eúnyyealaápnv úuiv, vs. 1) also to the Gentiles. All of 
the commands of evangelism in the New Testament have their roots in 
the appearances of Jesus which Bultmann calls secondary and legendary 
and which he claims have been affected by "novelistic motifs" (Ibid., 
p. 290).156 Along with this, the stories which Bultmann says were 
fashioned by the first motif, i.e., that of proving the resurrection 
of Jesus, are called late apologetic formulations with the exception 
of the Emmaus story. Concerning all of the appearance stories, he 
concludes: 
. . . the original Easter happenings are almost as good as 
overlaid by legend; that the basic appearance which we read of in 
I Cor. 15:5 has its only echoes in the transfiguration, and the 
dominical saying in Lk. 22:32, apart from Lk. 24:24 and to some 
degree the special mention of Peter in Mk. 16:7. (Ibid., p. 
156Although it may be argued conversely that since Jesus him- 
self confined himself only to Israel, the Risen Lord had to be 
appealed to as the authoritative sanction of the Gentile mission; 
this seems to presuppose with Bultmann that the appearances were 
without content and little more than self -assurances of the apostles. 
This conclusion, however, is clearly out of harmony with all of the 
appearance stories. Even though the messages vary in degree in each 
of the Evangelists, the assurance of the aliveness of Jesus and the 
call to evangelism seems quite clear in all of them. If Jesus did in 
fact rise from the dead and appear to his disciples, it seems only 
logical that he would ultimately get around to the disciples' mission 
in the world. 
164 
290.)157 
Some thoughts should be expressed here before moving on to 
Bultmann's understanding of the nature of the appearances. Bultmann 
has eliminated from his discussion of the Resurrection narratives the 
possibility that these Easter stories bear any close relation to the 
reality of the events they describe. He has not tried to interpret 
them (or to demythologize them), but he has only tried to indicate 
the fruitless attempts to grapple with such stories. For him the 
Easter stories are late and unnecessary formulations for an under- 
standing of the Gospel. These narratives -- which climax all four Gos- 
pels and lie at the heart of most of the proclamations in the New 
Testament --are products, he says, of the faith of the early Church 
and were shaped by its community requirements. It appears as though 
Bultmann's form -critical approach to the Resurrection narratives has 
indicated to him that the Church created a tradition or situation in 
the life of Jesus to satisfy its every need. Explaining Bultmann's 
and other form critics' approach to the origin of the Resurrection 
narratives, Harald Riesenfeld aptly comments: 
They /xponents of form -criticism/ held that their method 
enabled them to explain the very beginnings of the Gospel tradi- 
tion. To this question, "What was the situation in the life of 
the earliest Gospel tradition ?" their answer was "preaching" or 
"catechetical instruction" or "controversy." This was because 
the first missionaries of the new movement that suddenly arose 
from belief in the resurrection were at once forced to base their 
preaching on the words of Jesus or on accounts of events in the 
life of the great Master of Nazareth. This solution presupposes 
an extraordinary creative capacity in the first Christian 
generations. 158 
157Bultmann affirms that originally there was a genuine Easter 
story about Peter (HST, p. 290), but he does not mean by this that 
Jesus manifested himself to Peter, only that such a story existed 
quite early in the primitive kerygma. 
158Riesenfeld, 2E. cit., p. 5. 
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Riesenfeld is right in asking for the source of such "creative 
powers" if Bultmann is correct in his assumptions. Bultmann's his- 
torical presuppositions have forced him to conclude his understanding 
of the Gospel where none of the Evangelists or writers of the Epistles 
were able to stop, i.e., at the Cross.159 Bultmann's understanding of 
the Gospel ends with a theology of the Cross which is derived from an 
unknown disclosure to the disciples of the significance and meaning 
of the cross of Jesus. There is, for him, no way of knowing how the 
Cross disclosed its meaning to the disciples, and that would be unim- 
portant anyway for Christian faith.160 All of the Evangelists say 
that Jesus was raised from the dead and that he appeared to his dis- 
ciples. Also, except for Mark, they all indicate that he not only 
demonstrated to them that he was alive, but that he also gave a 
missionary command to evangelize. In their act of evangelizing, many 
were converted and a Church was born (Acts 2). This is the New 
Testament explanation of the origin of the Church and of the trans- 
formed lives of the apostles, but what is Bultmann's explanation of 
the origin of Christianity? One of the Church's most cherished 
beliefs, i.e., the resurrection of Jesus Christ, is hardly more than 
159A possible exception to this is the Epistle to the Hebrews 
which Willi Marxsen claims indicates the exaltation of Jesus from the 
Cross without the Resurrection. Cf. Marxsen, op. cit., pp. 144 -5. 
Marxsen claims that the passage in 13:20, "Now may the God of peace 
who brought again from the dead our Lord Jesus . . . ," while allud- 
ing to the Resurrection is not in view in the epistle and it refers 
to the exaltation of Jesus, not his resurrection. This reasoning 
seems to omit a careful look at the passage. Clearly the writer to 
the Hebrews is not rejecting the idea of resurrection from the dead 
(cf. also 6:2; 11:19, 35), and while the theme of resurrection from 
the dead plays no major role in this epistle, the author is certainly 
not opposed to it. In fact, it can be argued that in light of these 
passages, the resurrection of Jesus or the resurrection in general 
was presupposed by the author of that epistle. 
166 
a legend the New Testament understanding of which was developed out 
of the Church's Sitz im Leben. He has already ruled out the possi- 
bility that those Resurrection traditions had much to do with the 
events they describe. But why? It is this writer's contention that 
since these Resurrection narratives describe "unique" and super- 
natural events of history, Bultmann has had little to do with them 
because such notions violate both his understanding of history and 
the hiddenness of God's activity. 
But what about the appearances themselves quite apart from the 
elaborate Easter stories? What gave rise to Easter faith? Eduard 
Schweizer is right to ask what happened. He says, "That something 
happened at Easter cannot reasonably be doubted even from this purely 
historical point of view. .161 How can the den of I Corinthians 
15:3 -8 be explained? If there were any such appearances /experiences, 
what were they? As was shown in the preceding chapter, Bultmann says 
the appearances were subjective experiences of the apostles.162 
Whatever may have happened after Jesus' death is a matter about which 
the Christian can freely decide, e.a., visions, hallucinations, etc. 
For Bultmann, the Resurrection traditions are legendary concretiza- 
tions of the faith of the early Christian community in the Risen 
Lord, '. . . the faith that God has exalted the crucified one as 
Lord. "163 The appearances can be reduced to subjective visions by 
the historian; but according to Bultmann, this historical problem is 
161Eduard Schweizer, Jesus, trans. by David E. Green, London, 
1968, p. 46. 
162Cf. Chapter III, Section 1. 
163Rudolf Bultmann, "Is Jesus Risen as Goethe ?" Der Spiegel on 
the New Testament, ed. by Werner Harenberg, trans. by James Burtness, 
London, 1970, p. 237. 
167 
of no concern or interest to Christian faith in the Resurrection.164 
In another place he says that the occasion of Easter faith or how the 
act of decision was made by the disciples and how that Easter faith 
arose in them has been obscured in the traditions and is not of basic 
importance.165 He simply contends that the Cross disclosed its mean- 
ing to the disciples in a way which cannot be known or duplicated 
today,166 and he is unwilling to pursue the question of how this dis- 
closure about the Cross took place. He admits, however, that the 
Cross does not disclose itself in the same way to the modern Chris- 
tian as it did to the first disciples.167 Today this comes by sub- 
mission to the kerygma, or the preaching, which supplements the Cross 
and makes its saving efficacy intelligible ". . . by demanding faith 
and confronting men with the question whether they are willing to 
understand themselves as men who are crucified and risen with 
Christ. "168 
One of the chief problems with Bultmann's argument at this 
point is that, in his rush to disassociate himself from any notion of 
God's supernatural activity in history, he has left open to specula- 
tion what really happened. From an historical point of view, this 
question must still be raised. Is Jesus of Nazareth alive? Thus far 
no psychological theories (hallucinations, etc.) have satisfactorily 
answered the facts of Easter, i.e., the transformed lives of the dis- 
ciples and the establishment of the early Church. Leonhard Goppelt 
is right when he says, "The conduct of Jesus' disciples after his 
164Bultmann, "New Testament and Mythology," E. cit., I, 42. 
165Bultmann, Theology of the New Testament, off. cit., I, 45. 
166Bultmann, "New Testament and Mythology," 22. cit., I, 38. 
167Ibid. 168Ibid., p. 42. 
168 
death is . . . basically without analogy. "169 There is certainly no 
parallel to be found elsewhere of a group of disciples changing so 
radically into triumphant servants of a crucified master. Either the 
men were beside themselves experiencing some form of subjective 
experiences, lying, mistaken in their belief, or something happened 
to them which is without historical parallel. The question may be 
left open for an historian; but for a New Testament theologian, the 
choice is not so easy. He is well aware of the New Testament kerygma 
which speaks of the activity of God in Jesus Christ in his death and 
resurrection, and he cannot allow such an important historical ques- 
tion surrounding this event to "hang in the balance." The New Testa- 
ment is not silent on the question of what happened to the disciples 
or to Jesus, and this writer suggests that Bultmann's limited 
interest in either the Synoptic tradition or in the relationship 
between the historical Jesus and the kerygma neglects too consider- 
able a part of the New Testament proclamation. 
Emil Brunner, contra Bultmann, believes that psychological 
theories used to explain the changed lives of the apostles do not 
adequately account for what took place. He very strongly contends 
that: 
. . . the attempts to explain the Resurrection appearances 
(visions) from the point of view of psychology are not only with- 
out the very least historical basis, but they also remain, when 
they are tested for psychological probability, in the highest 
degree unsatisfactory. No psychologist or historian has yet been 
able to represent as in any way, or to any extent, probable how a 
group of disciples, which had been broken up by a terrible catas- 
trophe, the shameful defeat of their Master, could have come from 
purely inner reasons to such a faith which was finally condensed 
into visions.170 
169Leonhard Goppelt, Apostolic and Post -Apostolic Times, trans. 
by Robert A. Guelich, London, 1970, p. 8. 
170Emil Brunner, The Mediator, trans. by Olive Wyon, Phila- 
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He adds to this that the tendency of the person who does this kind of 
evaluation is to ". . . make everything which the witness of the New 
Testament puts down as the effect of the Resurrection into its 
cause . . . . "171 He rightly concludes that the historian who: 
. . . is moved to replace the connection of facts as it is 
described by the Primitive Church by the opposite point of view 
can only be moved by general philosophical reasons, and not by 
historical reasons..Ll 
Bultmann's understanding of the Resurrection appearances is 
clearly in harmony with his view of history in which he not only 
eliminates any supernatural or miraculous activity of God in history, 
but also in which he makes all historical (historisch) events relative 
and ambiguous. In this regard, Bultmann is also consistent with his 
own view of history and belief in the hidden activity of God when he 
shows no concern for trying to sort out the difficulties in the 
Easter traditions. However, whether or not he is consistent with the 
"meaning" of the resurrection of Jesus in the New Testament or with a 
correct interpretation of the New Testament kerygma is another 
matter. It is here that historical assumptions have seemingly become 
Bultmann's master dictating to him his belief about the activity of 
God in history. It seems clear, to this writer at least, that Bult- 
mann's historical presuppositions have also led him to an inappro- 
delphia, 1947, pp. 578 -9. 
171Ibid., p. 579. See also Pannenberg, op. cit., pp. 93 -8 for 
arguments against the subjective interpretation. 
1721bid. This writer does not accept Brunner's explanation of 
the Resurrection appearances as "objective" visions, but Brunner does 
rightly understand the basic message of the New Testament, i.e., that 
the resurrection of Christ is not the product of the disciples' faith 
or subjective experiences, but of the activity of God. He rightly 
concludes that because God raised up Jesus from the dead and because 
Jesus revealed himself to the disciples, their lives were changed. 
Resurrection faith came not from within the disciples themselves, but 
was initiated by the Risen Lord. 
170 
rp iate understanding of the Resurrection narratives and an unwilling- 
ness to ask the historical questions of Easter faith, i.e., what hap- 
pened to initiate such faith. For Bultmann, the Resurrection narra- 
tives do not bring to light a better understanding of the resurrection 
of Jesus, but instead they point to the faith of the early Christian 
community which produced them. For him a Christian is free, like a 
non -Christian, to interpret these narratives in any way he likes. 
The most that Bultmann can say about them is that they are concreti- 
zations of the faith of the early Christian communities that God had 
exalted the crucified Jesus. 
IV. CONCLUSION 
In conclusion, Bultmann has not demythologized the Resurrec- 
tion narratives and as yet he has not carefully worked out what hap- 
pened to the disciples at the first Easter. He has sought rather to 
dismiss the whole matter as a secondary and insignificant part of the 
Gospel. Hallucinations, mass hysteria, etc., are never treated in 
any detail in his work; and neither has he worked out the problem of 
what initiated the experiences of the disciples nor why such experi- 
ences as they claim to have had diminished after a short period of 
time. How is it that the disciples came to glory in the Cross? How 
was the Cross revealed to them as a sign of victory in the midst of 
their despair and gloom? This writer contends that Bultmann's lack 
of interest in dealing with such questions has seriously weakened 
his contributions to the study of Christian faith itself which, of 
course, leads to a major inconsistency in his whole theological 
endeavor. How the scandal of the Cross was transformed into a sign 
of victory and how it was worked into the context of a salvation- 
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process Bultmann says cannot be clearly seen.173 But is not the 
message of the Evangelists and the other writers of the New Testament 
quite clear about this matter? It was in the resurrection of Jesus 
that the scandal of the Cross was surmounted, and the resurrection 
became one of the chief foundations of the kerygma in the earliest 
Church (Lk. 24:34; I Thess. 1:9; Rom. 1:3 -4, 10:9 -10, Gal. 1:1). It 
is true that if one dismisses these statements as historically impos- 
sible, then it is not at all clear what initiated Easter faith or 
transformed the Cross into a sign of hope. It is at this point that 
Bultmann's historical hermeneutics seem to have determined the 
results of his exegesis. Also, one might ask here, if the Easter 
event is removed from the New Testament kerygma as Bultmann has done, 
how can that kerygma be meaningful to modern man? How can the Cross 
be significant for him if one cannot see how it became significant 
for the earliest Christians? Can this question be so unimportant or 
irrelevant as Bultmann contends? This question was important enough 
to the earliest Church to cause it to include the answer in its 
kerygma. The belief in the resurrection of Jesus radically altered 
their understanding of his death. The Easter event made possible and 
demanded a re- evaluation of Jesus himself and his role in the salva- 
tion of mankind.174 
The New Testament is not obscure at the point of what hap- 
pened, and the issue cannot be considered irrelevant for Christian 
faith. What is most puzzling to this writer is how Bultmann can 
eliminate so much of the earliest Christian kerygma and still find it 
173Bultmann, 922 cit., I, 46. 
174See Clark, 222 cit., pp. 47 -66 for further elaboration of 
this point. 
172 
meaningful to modern man let alone call it Christian. His lack of 
interest in the historical question of what happened to initiate 
Christian faith must inevitably cause serious doubt about his under- 
standing of the Christian proclamation itself and its place in the 
development of the early Church. 
Perhaps the most important question to raise at this point is 
the one posed at the beginning of this chapter, i.e., is Bultmann's 
understanding of the resurrection of Jesus supported by his exeget- 
ical endeavors or by his historical presuppositions? The aim of this 
chapter has been to show that a careful examination of the Resurrec- 
tion narratives will not support Bultmann's understanding of the 
resurrection of Jesus. The Resurrection cannot be reduced to some 
undefined conviction about the significance of the Cross of Christ. 
The Resurrection was never in itself an intepretation of the Cross 
but an event which took place subsequent to the death of Jesus on the 
cross and prior to the sound of victory in the lives of the apostles. 
It was the resurrection of Jesus which caused the disciples to rein- 
terpret the meaning of the Cross from a sign of defeat to one of 
victory. 
PART TWO 
A HISTORICAL -THEOLOGICAL APPROACH TO THE RESURRECTION OF JESUS 
CHAPTER V 
THE RESURRECTION OF JESUS IN HISTORY AND THEOLOGY 
In the preceding discussion it was shown that Bultmann's 
understanding of history has played a major role in the formation of 
his theology, his understanding of Easter, and his interpretation of 
the Resurrection narratives. Presently it will be the task of this 
writer to show the inadequacy of the historical method for evaluating 
or appropriating the fact and significance of the resurrection of 
Jesus. This will be done first of all by describing a philosophy of 
history and the method of its examination which is used by most 
modern historians today.' Following this, the principles and assump- 
tions of the historical method will be applied to the resurrection of 
Jesus, the purpose of which is to show the limitations of this pro- 
cedure and the inappropriateness of applying it to the resurrection 
of Jesus. In the final two sections of this chapter, the writer will 
set forth an alternate approach to the resurrection of Jesus which 
will appreciate its uniqueness and show the possibility of confessing 
faith in a God who acts in history. 
I. HISTORY AND THE HISTORICAL METHOD 
The Meaning and Subject of History 
Originally, the word "history" came from the Greek icTOpfa 
'This is not to say that the following comments are agreed to 
by all contemporary historians. Indeed, most of what will be said 
has been argued variously by modern historians. The point here is 
that the positivistic approach to history, developed in the nine- 
teenth century, is the one which is used almost uniformly by his- 




and 1TOpéw (derived from t6Twp, meaning "learned" or "skilled ") and 
meant an inquiry or visit with the purpose of coming to know some - 
one.2 Later, "history" came to be an account of knowledge about 
someone or something. The term is seldom used in this wide sense 
today. Often the term "history" is used to distinguish between 
reality and myth or legend.3 In this sense the term "history" refers 
to that which really happened and could be used to designate not only 
human events, but also natural phenomena such as volcanic eruptions, 
hurricanes, etc., whether or not experienced by man. 
More recently the terms "history" and "historical" have been 
used in a more limited way. History, in current usage, deals with 
man and those things which have affected him in his environment. The 
term has become inseparable from the past actions of human beings. 
In most universities today, the history department is found either in 
the social sciences faculty or in the humanities faculty, both whose 
primary interest is man. History, therefore, is not to be confused 
with "nature" which is not the primary interest of historians. 
Daniel Fuller accepts that nature can be a part of history, but the 
primary concern of the historian is human behavior. He writes: 
Nature (e..., storms, pestilences, hereditary characteristics) 
does affect the course of history, but human behavior in reaction 
to its environment is the mainspring of history. Hence most his- 
torical explanations become attempts to account for human 
behavior.4 
R. G. Collingwood says that history is a kind of research or 
2William F. Arndt and F. Wilbur Gingrich, A Greek -English 
Lexicon of the New Testament, Chicago, 1957, p. 383. 
3dames Peter, Finding the Historical Jesus, London, 1965, p. 
77. 
4Daniel P. Fuller, Easter Faith and History, London, 1968, p. 
24. 
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inquiry which attempts to find out things done in the past by human 
beings.5 He summarizes current understanding of the meaning and sub- 
ject of history, together with the task of the historian, as follows: 
Historians nowadays think that history should be (a) a 
science, or an answering of questions; (b) concerned with human 
actions in the past; (c) pursued by interpretation of evidence; 
and (d) for the sake of human self- knowledge.6 
W. H. Walsh (professor of Logic and Metaphysics in the University of 
Edinburgh) limits the historian's field even further by saying that 
the historian is only concerned with the past actions or facts of 
mankind which are no longer open or available to direct inspection.7 
Hugh Anderson holds, however, that a survey of the present and the 
future is also open to the historian's examination. He writes: 
Man's insatiable curiosity to know what happened or what hap- 
pens is the sanction of scientific historical research as it has 
always been the inspiration of the natural sciences.8 
Anderson is certainly correct in claiming that the historian is 
interested in "what happened;" however, not a few historians would 
disagree on the second assertion, i.e., that the historian is 
interested in "what happens." It is true that the natural scientist 
is interested in "what happens;" but, as will be shown later in this 
chapter, this is one of the distinguishing marks between his trade 
and that of the historian. The historian is not primarily interested 
in "what happens" nor in establishing rules which govern the present 
and the future; he only uses certain philosophical rules and assump- 
5R. G. Collingwood, The Idea of History, Oxford, 1946, p. 9. 
6lbid., pp. 10 -1. 
7W. H. Walsh, An Introduction to Philosophy of History, Lon- 
don, 1967, p. 19. 
8Hugh Anderson, Jesus and Christian Origins, New York, 1964, 
p. 59. 
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tions which will better enable him to understand the past. It is the 
philosopher or prophet of history who enjoys the vantage point of 
surveying the entire historical process, and who is, as Gardiner 
adds: 
. not only pointing out characteristics of past events 
unnoticed by the practising historian, but in addition telling 
us what the future will be like before it actually occurs.9 
History, therefore, is essentially limited to a study of the 
reality of the human past; and, since the future is not yet reality 
and not yet the past, it does not properly lie within the historian's 
prescribed field of study.10 Karl Jaspers, agreeing with this, says 
that historical science is confined to the past.11 He does not 
believe the historian's work involves a study of any laws which 
govern either the present or the future. He writes: 
All recognizable necessities, whether evident connections of 
meaning or causal inevitabilities, are particular. The course of 
history as a whole knows no necessity. "It had to come" is not a 
scientific sentence.12 
Jaspers further limits the role of the historian by saying, "As a 
scientist he has to make no valid present forecasts either. "13 
The American historian, Robert V. Daniels, agrees with the 
above and says that history ". . is the past experience of mankind," 
and, more precisely, that ". . . history is the memory of the past 
9Patrick Gardiner, The Nature of Historical Explanation, Lon- 
don, 1968, p. ix. 
10It is here that Arnold Toynbee has received his strongest 
criticism. He begins his ten volume work, A Study of History, 
endeavoring to be a historian of preceding civilizations; but he 
gradually lapses into the role of a prophet of what will take place 
in all subsequent civilizations. Cf. Criticism of Toynbee by Walsh, 
óp. cit., pp. 160 -4. 
11Karl Jaspers, Philosophical Faith and Revelation, trans. by 
E. B. Ashton, London, 1967, p. 186. 
12lbid., p. 187. 13lbid. 
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experience as it has been preserved largely in written records. "14 
He goes on to say that since history treats human affairs, it is most 
logically studied in its chronological dimension.15 Within the 
chronological development of history, one can further subdivide his- 
tory into geographical locations as well as into political, cultural, 
and other areas of human interest. 
The nineteenth -century positivists16 held that history was 
nothing more than the ascertaining of facts, sifting through them, 
and then framing general laws from them. Although in their labors 
the positivists never fully carried out this definition beyond the 
ascertaining of facts, this notion of history was a strong influence 
upon their work and has continued in a slightly varied form in the 
works of many historians today. The positivists defined historical 
knowledge as the reality of the past, and this reality is found in 
facts whose essence is historical or obtained through the historical 
process.17 
The historian is constantly looking at the past in order to 
14Robert V. Daniels, "History: (1) Methodology," Encyclo- 
pedia Americana, New York, 1971, XIV, 226. 
15Ibid., p. 227. 
16Collingwood, op. cit., pp. 127 -9. Collingwood has defined 
positivism as a philosophy acting in the service of natural science 
whose duties included the ascertaining of facts. Facts were ascer- 
tained by sensuous perception. Laws were then framed by generalizing 
from the facts by the inductive method, and from this a positivistic 
historiography arose. The rules used to ascertain these facts were 
basically twofold: first, there was an analysis of the sources in 
question to determine earlier and later elements in the material, 
thereby enabling the historian to discriminate between more and less 
trustworthy portions; second, internal criticism was applied to 
determine how the author's point of view might affect his statement 
of the facts, thereby enabling the historian to make allowances 
for 
the distortions thus produced. Ibid., pp. 126 -30. 
17Collingwood, op. cit., pp. 130 -ff. 
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help him understand man's present condition and development. He is 
looking for that which will better enable modern man to understand 
himself in his environment and is only interested in those past 
events which relate to mankind. This is essentially what Friedrich 
Gogarten has said when he explains the particular interest of his- 
tory. Appropriately he declares, ". . . man has discovered his power 
to transform the earth and has understood himself as the substance of 
history, which constantly refers back to itself. "18 The substance 
and the subject of history, therefore, is mankind. 
Another limitation on the subject of history, which is more 
difficult to locate in any one author but seems to be everywhere 
assumed, is that the subject of history is only concerned with those 
events which happen within the space -time continuum. Events whether 
real or imagined in the spiritual realm are not proper subjects for 
the historian. William Wand explains why: 
The reason is that history has no tools by which it can deal 
with such events. In so far as it is scientific, history is a 
form of measurement. It can estimate the amount of evidence for 
or against a given event and can sometimes measure the credi- 
bility of the evidence. But the evidence is documentary, whether 
of stone, parchment or paper, including evidence of an archaeo- 
logical nature; and none of these belongs to the intangible 
sphere of spirit.19 
Summarizing the above ideas on the meaning and subject of his- 
tory, it can be said that although there is no final agreement on the 
exact meaning of history, there is general agreement on the subject 
of history. Perhaps the least one could say about history is that it 
is a critical investigation or inquiry into the past actions of man 
18Friedrich Gogarten, Christ the Crisis, London, 1970, p. 158. 
19William Wand, Christianity: A Historical Religion ?, London, 
1971, p. 23. 
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or into events in the past which directly relate to man. Whether it 
is the historian's duty to frame laws about man's nature in light of 
the facts he has discovered (so the positivists) is a question which 
will be taken up presently under the discussion of the task of the 
historian. 
The Task of the Historian 
Today no historian would deny that a major part of his task is 
centered around the discovery of facts. It is also true that most 
historians would covet as a "right" of their trade the task of inter- 
preting those facts. Facts do not always, if ever, speak for them- 
selves; and this is where conceptual and logical thinking is required 
from the historian. As Patrick Gardiner remarks, historical writing 
is ". . . not merely an uninterpreted agglomeration of symbols with- 
out reference to experience. "20 In this sense every historian has 
the obligation of acting as an interpreter of history. The prac- 
tising historian attempts through the historical methods of his trade 
to describe past events, each event being unique for him.21 Gardiner 
holds that a historian must not only describe past events, but he 
must also assess them in light of present understanding about the 
laws of nature, such as the uniformity of nature.22 W. H. Walsh also 
agrees with this saying, "History is not just description; it is 
description and assessment. "23 A historian must therefore answer 
questions about the meaning and purpose of the events he is seeking 
20Gardiner, op: cit., p. 42. 
21I.e., Benedetto Croce, the Italian philosopher and historian. 
22Gardiner, óp. cit., pp. 70 -112. 
23Walsh, off. cit., p. 184. 
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to describe. 
Probably most historians would agree that even apart from 
their conscious judgments about the facts or events they are describ- 
ing, written history is continually reflecting current thought and 
interpretation about past events. It was Croce who, somewhat pessi- 
mistic about the scientific nature of history, coined the phrase that 
"all history is contemporary philosophy. "24 Certainly not all his- 
torians would be as pessimistic as this. Walsh argues that a his- 
torian's value judgments only "slant" history; they do not determine 
its details.25 
It is this philosophizing aspect of the historian's task which 
Stephen Neill has correctly understood to be the cause of some of the 
major debates among theologians on the subject of history. He urges 
upon the historian the limited task of simply obtaining the facts and 
not their interpretation.25 What Neill is clearly opposed to is a 
use of certain philosophical assumptions or rules which the historian 
uses as criteria for interpreting past events.27 Although Neill is 
somewhat naive in thinking that the historian can divorce himself 
from an assessment of his evidence, one could agree with him that 
this is the place where differences and difficulties arise especially 
as one seeks to interpret the biblical narratives. Indeed, a Chris- 
tian historian would obviously interpret the Resurrection narratives 
differently than would, say, an atheist historian. The evidence they 
24Benedetto Croce cited by Wand, pip. cit., p. 27. 
25Walsh, ó?. cit., p. 180. 
26Stephen Neill, The Interpretation of the New Testament, 
London, 1966, pp. 280 -1. 
27lbid. 
182 
examine is the same, but their interpretation and assessment would 
undoubtedly be different in many respects due to the former histori- 
an's openness to God's activity in history and the latter's denial of 
the existence of God. The main point of disagreement between these 
two historians is found in their selection of rules or principles of 
interpretation.28 
When a man thinks historically, he has before him certain 
documents or relics of the past. His business is to discover what 
the past was which has left these relics behind it. In this sense, 
the historian's task cannot be viewed apart from his sources, i.e., 
whether it be pottery, papyrus, or other written or printed docu- 
ments, etc. The historian investigates the "tracks which men leave 
behind "29 which fall into two categories: intentional and uninten- 
tional. Daniel Fuller, using Marc Bloch's The Historian's Craft, 
explains that "intentional tracks" are left when a man deliberately 
records the events which occurred in a certain span of history.30 
"Unintentional tracks" are those things which ". . . range all the 
way from the artifacts left by a cave dweller to correspondence that 
men have exchanged. They include anything that indicates how men 
lived in the past. "31 
The historian must first sift through the various sources 
available to him and choose the best ones on the subject he is seek- 
ing to explore. Secondly, he must investigate and evaluate these 
sources for understanding, plausibility, and consistency.32 
This is 
28This area will be discussed more fully in the following 
section. 
29Fuller, óp. cit., p. 21. 30Ibid. 31Ibid. 
32Daniels, 22. cit., p. 228. 
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done in part by a study of any words or terms used which may be 
particularly important; e.2., in the New Testament words or terms 
like "Abba," "Son of Man," "Messiah," "Atonement," etc. Determining 
the historical circumstances in which these relics of the past are 
found is also very important. This is done by comparing these relics 
with one another and any other external evidence available on the 
same topic.33 By doing this, Robert Daniels says: 
The historian is made aware of the inherent defects in most of 
his sources - -not only deliberate bias or deception, but also the 
errors of memory that cause eyewitnesses to disagree, as well as 
the incompleteness caused by the loss of sources or the failure 
to make certain records in the first place.34 
Thirdly, there must be a synthesis of the historical data obtained. 
This is most properly called the interpretive step in which the his- 
torian puts in narrative form a reconstruction of how he believes the 
examined event occurred. Collingwood believes that the historian 
must at this point rethink for himself the thought of the author of 
the relics he is examining.35 He makes a point of the fact that his- 
torical inquiry not only involves an event, but also the thoughts 
behind the original author's /historian's composition. For Colling- 
wood, history cannot be separated from the historian's knowing the 
thoughts and activities of someone else's thinking about the past.36 
33Ibid. 34Ibid. 35Collingwood, op. cit., pp. 282 -301. 
36Ibid. Van Harvey is not in agreement with Collingwood at 
this point. He does not believe that it is important to know all the 
thought processes of an original author and questions strongly whe- 
ther such a task is even possible. Van Austin Harvey, The Historian 
and the Believer, London, 1967, pp. 91 -5. Harvey has good objections 
to the heavy reliance upon knowning the thoughts of the authors of 
documents from the past, but the validity of trying to achieve this 
goal cannot be easily pushed aside. Quite often the meaning and 
interpretation of an event can be enhanced by striving to know the 
thoughts of the original authors of those documents. To be sure, 
caution is required in this area and the results, if any, are not 
always accurate. Gardiner's criticism of Collingwood on this ques- 
tion is quite clear. He argues that not all of history is thought 
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Often the evidence available to the historian is not suffi- 
cient for him to make dogmatic assertions about past events, and it 
is at this point where the historian must make a careful conjecture. 
It is here that explanations and judgments may be called for that 
will involve the historian's own personality, moral values, and 
assumptions.37 Because it is incumbent upon the historian to make 
his arguments and statements capable of rational assessment, he 
should exercise great care in the use of his conjectures. If he is 
truely a careful historian, he will make clear the "framework" or the 
assumptions from which he is drawing conclusions or making asser- 
tions. This "framework" of the historian is the subject of the next 
section. 
The Framework of the Historian 
Many critical scholars have exercised great care and skill in 
sifting the biblical narratives in order to explain the resurrection 
of Jesus; but, as yet, very few of their discoveries have gained 
unanimous acceptance among theological scholars. How is it that two 
or more competent critical investigators can examine the same set of 
sources and yet interpret them differently? To be sure, a part of 
the answer to this problem lies in the complex nature of the sources; 
but, as will be shown, there are other contributing factors which 
often will determine the results of their research. 
Thomas Arnold has described the resurrection of Jesus as the 
best attested fact in history.38 It may be properly asked if the 
out but is often routine, skilled, or impulsive. Also, he adds that 
Collingwood's view omits the thoughts of groups who have performed 
actions in the past. Gardiner, op. cit., p. 49. 
37Daniels, loc. cit. 38Collingwood, off. cit., p. 135. 
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resurrection of Jesus is truly an attested historical fact why all 
historians have not then accepted it as such. Indeed, it may be very 
difficult to find any modern historians who would make such a claim 
about this biblical event. Why is it that what one man considers to 
be an incontestable fact can be judged nonsensical by another equally 
trained inquirer? Certainly it would be interesting to know why 
different scholars have accepted what they have about past events. 
The relationship between the what and the why could shed a great deal 
of light on the problem of the resurrection of Jesus. 
The problem of the Resurrection is somewhat different today 
than it was in the time of Jesus. The question then --and especially 
among the Pharisees- -was not whether the dead could rise, but whether 
in fact Jesus of Nazareth had been raised from the dead. The question 
today is not so much whether Jesus was raised from the dead, but whe- 
ther anyone has been raised from the dead. On what evidence can a 
twentieth- century man decide on this question? Willi Marxsen says 
that a man who thinks historically cannot subject himself to the 
belief held by men in the past that such an event as the resurrection 
of Jesus actually took place.39 He holds that a man must reject the 
miraculous element in the New Testament in accordance with modern 
concepts of historical judgment which were initialled at the time of 
the Enlightenment.40 He argues: 
We simply must (in spite of the unequivocal belief of those 
narrators and early readers /óf the Bible %) raise the question 
of historicity and then answer this question in accordance with 
our own historical judgment and knowledge.41 
39Willi Marxsen, "The Resurrection of Jesus as a Historical 
and Theological Problem," The Significance of the Message of the 
Resurrection for Faith in Jesus Christ, ed. by C. F. D. Moule, trans. 
by Dorothea M. Barton and R. A. Wilson, London, 1968, p. 16. 
40Ibid., pp. 16 -7. 41Ibid., p. 16. 
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In accordance with Marxsen's "own historical judgment and knowledge," 
he clearly rejects the resurrection of Jesus as a historical event. 
Evidently, one must decide about the resurrection of Jesus quite 
apart from any support which the Bible might set forth in its 
defence. The big question, then, is not whether Jesus was raised, 
but can a man --any man - -be raised from the dead? Along with Marxsen, 
Van A. Harvey also believes that one must make a decision about the 
historical nature of the resurrection of Jesus quite apart from any 
arguments which the New Testament might bring forth in its support. 
Van Harvey rejects von Campenhausen's statement that since so much 
evidence stood in favor of the empty tomb of Jesus and little def- 
inite and convincing evidence against it, it was ". . . therefore 
probably historical." He argues: 
When dealing with an event so initially improbable as the 
resurrection of a dead man, the two thousand -year -old narratives 
of which are limited to the community dedicated to propagating 
the belief and admittedly full of "legendary features, contra- 
dictions, absurdities, and discrepancies," how could a critical 
historian argue that since much can be said for it and no con- 
vincing evidence against it, it is probably historical ?42 
Before one investigates the resurrection of Jesus in the New 
Testament, must he commit himself to a particular interpretation of 
that event or at least to the idea of the supernatural prior to 
investigating it? Xavier Leon -Dufour says yes. He believes that one 
must answer the big question about the possibility of such an event 
before he can assess the evidence in favor of it. Concerning the 
resurrection, he writes: 
The problem facing the historian is here at its most acute, 
since it is impossible for him to assess any evidence for the 
resurrection without first making a personal option about the 
42Harvey, 9.22 cit., p. 109. 
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possibility of a man's rising to life from the grave.43 
Dufour also finds it impossible for a man to approach any historical 
evidence for an event objectively if he has already rejected the 
possibility of the occurrence of that event.44 Obviously the view 
one takes with respect to the possibility of the resurrection of the 
dead will greatly influence his view of the evidence for the resur- 
rection of Jesus. This kind of "prior understanding" is what Patrick 
Gardiner had in mind when he spoke about the temptation of the his- 
torian to ask the "big questions" first, and having answered them, 
. . to deal with the subject along a course set by those 
answers. "45 
Once again, on what basis shall a man determine whether one 
can rise from the dead? What evidence can be brought forth which 
will enable him to decide either way? Why will some men accept the 
resurrection as a possibility and others reject it? Is there any 
commonly accepted criterion among historians which will enable them 
to make a decision? These are questions which are very perplexing to 
modern historians as well as to critical theologians. The reason for 
the differing responses to the notion of a resurrection from the dead 
lies in part with the fact that historians have failed to develop a 
set of agreed canons of interpretation which all who call themselves 
historians would accept.46 Not all historians agree on the criteria, 
or rules, for judging one event historical and another unhistorical. 
That which causes historians to disagree among themselves regarding 
43Xavier Leon -Dufour, The Gospels and the Jesus of History, 
ed. and trans. by John McHugh, London, 1968, p. 254. 
44Ibid. 45Gardiner, 2E. cit., p. xi. 
46Walsh, Al. cit., p. 21. 
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the interpretation and /or assessment of past events is also the cause 
of some of the current debates in modern theology about the resurrec- 
tion of Jesus. It is the "framework" of the historian which deter- 
mines how he will decide on a given question. Walsh argues that the 
work of a historian must be thought in terms of an artist who is in a 
sense expressing his own personality.47 That which he brings with 
him to his work will significantly affect his conclusions.48 
Coming back to the resurrection of the dead, the reason why 
one historian will accept this alleged event as true and the reason 
why another historian who has examined the same evidences for that 
event rejects it is because both historians bring something with them 
to their sources which cannot be found in the evidence itself. The 
why is found in their own peculiar interests and personalities as 
well as in their own philosophies about the universe in which they 
live. Walsh argues quite convincingly that the way a historian tells 
a story depends not merely on what he has to tell, but also on his 
own interests and preconceptions.49 He holds that there is a sub- 
jective element in every historical inquiry which determines what the 
historian will accept or reject. It is this subjective element which 
Walsh describes as the limiting factor in any truely scientific - 
historical investigation of the past.50 He goes on to explain this 
subjective element by saying, ". . . history is always written from a 
partucular point of view, a phrase which includes the acceptance of a 
47Ibid., p. 22. 
48This discussion naturally leads into the problem of the 
objective nature of historical inquiry, but a detailed discussion of 
this subject is not possible here. 
49Walsh, op. cit., p. 176. 50Ibid., pp. 169 -87. 
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certain moral outlook. "51 It is this "moral outlook" which slants 
the way he assesses the evidence for an alleged event. Walsh's 
"moral outlook" is the same as that which Paul Tillich describes as 
the "historic consciousness" of the historian which is ". . . one 
cause of the endless differences in historical presentations of the 
same factual material. "52 
Tillich says it is impossible to sever this "historical con- 
sciousness from the historian." "There is no history without factual 
occurrences, and :here is no history without the reception and inter- 
pretation of factual occurrences by historical consciousness. "53 He 
also recognizes that all history, whether legend, chronicle, schol- 
arly report, etc., contains history interpreted through one's own 
philosophical framework.54 Tillich says that this interpretation 
also has many levels: 
It includes the selection of facts according to the criterion 
importance, the valuation of causal dependences, the image of 
personal and communal structures, a theory of motivation in 
individuals, groups, and masses, a social and political philos- 
ophy, and underlying all of this, whether admitted or not, an 
understanding of the history in unity with the meaning of exis- 
tence in general.bb 
Walsh says that there is no scientific way to justify the 
moral outlook of one investigator over another, at least, none has 
been found at present to determine whether one moral judgment is 
more correct than another.56 Even though sources which the historian 
handles cannot be altered by his assumptions or "moral outlook," his 
51Ibid., p. 182. 
52Paul Tillich, Systematic Theology, Digswell Place, 1968, 
III, 321. 
53lbid., p. 322. 54Ibid., p. 372. 
55Ibid. Underscoring mine. 56Walsh, op. cit., pp. 182 -5. 
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conclusions about these sources cannot always be verified by a 
thorough examination of them either. If one historian refuses to 
accept the "moral outlook" of another, much can be said about him, 
e.2., that he is unreasonable, irresponsible, etc., but never that he 
stands opposed to the facts.57 
History and Science 
Whether or not history can be called a science is an age -old 
question which as yet garners no concensus of opinion among his- 
torians. In a very broad sense, history could be called a "science" 
because, like science, it seeks to discover or find out things. How- 
ever, when the term "science" is applied to knowledge, there are 
factors which, according to Walsh, must exist. This knowledge must 
be: 
(a) . . . methodically arrived at and systematically related; 
(b) consists of, or at least includes, a body of general truths; 
(c) enables us to make successful predictions and so to control 
the future course of events, in some measure at least; (d) is 
objective, in the sense that it is such as every unprejudiced 
observer ought to accept if the evidence were put before him, 
whatever his personal predilections or private circumstances.58 
Obviously, some of these statements could not be made about history. 
For example, it would be difficult to find a British historian who 
would agree with an American historian on the American Revolutionary 
War whether he were discussing its causes, the net effects of the 
war, or even the particular battles involved in that conflict. The 
same could be said about the French Revolution if it were interpreted 
by German and French historians. 
If the above rules are to be adhered to, then, as Gardiner 
57Ibid., p. 182. 58Ibid., p. 37. 
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natural scientist is primarily concerned with that which happens and 
continually does so under repeated observations of controlled exper- 
iments. A person who uses past events to illustrate certain laws by 
which he can thereby predict future events or actions of human 
behavior is not properly a historian but something else more diffi- 
cult to describe.62 The historian's interest is more appropriately 
directed to particular events rather than universal laws. 
Much more could be said on this point about the scientific 
nature of history; however, due to the limitations of this chapter- - 
its primary purpose is to be a summary of historical thinking --this 
discussion must be brought to a close. Whether or not history is a 
"science" and whether it can be thus called scientific or not is a 
debate which cannot be settled here; however, certain characteristics 
of history must be noted. In the natural sciences laws are demon- 
strable through the process of controlled observation; but in his- 
tory, laws are assumed and are not illustrated by the results of 
inquiry. The "laws" or "principles," however, often do determine 
the interpretation given to the phenomena examined by the inquirer. 
Objectivity is always the aim of any conscientious historian, but 
honesty must also compel him to make known his presuppositions and 
assumptions when they affect in any way his reconstruction of the 
past. If the historian is to distinguish his work from mere propa- 
ganda, he must strive for objectivity and impartiality in his work. 
He must also strive to be honest enough to indicate when his own 
preconceptions and interests have not only guided some of his pur- 
suits, but also swayed him in his conclusions. This relationship 
62It is here that Gardiner as well as Walsh choose to label 
Spengler and Toynbee as "prophets" of the future rather than as 
historians of the past. Ibid., p. 44. 
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concludes, history is not a science.59 There are no experimental and 
inductive processes in history by which its conclusions can be 
tested. Also, history cannot be demonstrated by controlled observa- 
tion. Gardiner points to four primary arguments used by some his- 
torians to show that there is a distinction between history and the 
general understanding of scientific knowledge. They are: 
A. Historical events are past events and hence cannot be known 
in the manner in which present events are known. 
B. Historical events are unique and unclassifiable. 
C. History describes the actions, statements, and thoughts of 
human beings, not the behavior of "dead matter" with which 
science is concerned. 
D. Historical events have an irreducible richness and complex- 
ity. 
The above distinctions between history and science have been 
criticized and debated by historians, but they do help to bring out 
the features of historical writing. A natural scientist observes 
phenomena in order to discover certain laws which can be detected 
about the behavior of all such phenomena in the circum- 
stances. A historian, though not able to divorce himself from think- 
ing about certain events within the framework of laws, eu., those 
which govern nature, is not out to discover laws, but is concerned 
with describing past events and indicating not only how and why they 
happened, but also their relevance for man's own self -understanding. 
Although he is not free to disregard general laws from his mind when 
reconstructing the past, he also does not set out to establish these 
or any other laws in the process of his work.61 A historian is pri- 
marily interested only in what happened in the past and its relevance 
for modern man, not what generally happens. On the other hand, a 
59Gardiner, QR. cit., pp. 28-9. 60Ibid., p. 34. 
61Ibid., pp. 43-6. 
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between objectivity and the historian's "moral outlook" or "frame- 
work" in the scientific study of history is properly seen by Karl 
Jaspers to be one of the limiting factors in modern historical 
science. He explains: 
The presentation of historic realities -- events, conditions, 
periods, personalities --is always a work of art on a scientific 
basis. If successful, it is scientifically based in all its 
parts; but on the whole, in the choice of the theme and in the 
selection and arrangement of facts, it will arise only from 
motives which transcend science, though they must accept its 
limitations.63 
Principles and Assumptions of Modern Historiography 
Ethelbert Stauffer, in his book Jesus and His Story, sought to 
minimize the subjective element found in historical research and, 
with regard to the biblical testimony about Jesus, sought to let the 
. . facts speak for themselves. "64 In Stauffer's attempt to argue 
for the resurrection of Jesus, he systematically sets out to prove 
the emptiness of the tomb in which Jesus was buried. However, as 
Hugh Anderson clearly indicates, "Even if Stauffer had proven the 
empty tomb beyond reasonable doubt, the Erlangen historian would 
then have given us only an empty tomb and not a risen Lord. "65 What 
Stauffer failed to see was that facts do not speak for themselves; 
they must be interpreted. If the facts are to be meaningful, the 
historian must interpret them. Although the nineteenth -century 
positivists had originally intended to assess and interpret the 
facts they discovered, they never fully carried out their intentions. 
Their barrenness was due chiefly to their subsequent limitations of 
63Jaspers, E. cit., p. 187. 
64Ethelbert Stauffer cited by Anderson, loc. cit. 
65Anderson, off. cit., p. 60. 
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their task to the mere ascertaining of the "facts." 
How the historian interprets his facts will in large measure 
be determined by the historical methodology and assumptions which he 
adopts. In the preceding sections this writer tried to make it clear 
that there are certain philosophical preconceptions and assumptions 
which guide the historian in his work, and that this "framework" from 
which he derives his conclusions can help to explain the differences 
among historians who are dealing with the same subject and handling 
the same sources. In this section the writer will try to make clear 
what those assumptions are and the methodology used by leading his- 
torians today. It is hoped that this section will not only point out 
those assumptions used by most historians in their task of historical 
explanation, but also those which create difficulties for theology. 
The Principle of Autonomy 
The revolution of thought brought about by the Enlightenment 
was one between authority and autonomy. Immanuel Kant saw the 
Enlightenment as an autonomy from authority. It was man's release 
from all authority that would deprive him of his freedom to think 
without direction from another.66 Reason reigned supreme after the 
overthrow of authority. Prior to the Enlightenment, the mediation 
between past events and the present was accomplished chiefly by means 
of testimony. The historian knew the past simply by accepting or 
rejecting an authority who was a witness to past events. This form 
of knowledge has been called by Collingwood a "scissors and paste" 
type of history.67 He argued that in so far as a historian accepts 
the testimony of an authority and treats it as historical truth, he 
66Harvey, op. cit., p. 39. 67Collingwood, op. cit., p. 282. 
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"obviously forfeits the name of historian; but we have no other name 
by which to call him. "68 Prior to the Enlightenment, the function of 
the historian was essentially a job of compiling and synthesizing the 
testimony of his so- called authorities or eyewitnesses. The his- 
torian was primarily an editor and a harmonizer. Collingwood con- 
cluded that this kind of work was useful, but not history because 
". . . there is no criticism, no interpretation, no reliving of past 
experience in one's own mind. "69 Reflecting this autonomy from 
authority, Harvey explains one of the primary tasks of a modern his- 
torian: 
While it is true that the interpreter of a text must try to 
see the issues through the eyes of its author, he cannot be so 
loyal that he fails to see where that author himself failed to 
do justice to his subject matter.70 
Harvey also believes that the use of this principle is a part of the 
task of the critical theologian in relation to his exegesis. He 
further writes: 
One must, to be sure, listen to and wrestle with Paul, but 
that also means to see where Paul himself sometimes failed to 
communicate properly his vision. One must, in other words, 
determine the degree to which the subject matter really has 
achieved adequate expression in the words and statements of the 
author. One cannot assume that even Paul spoke only in the 
spirit of Christ, for other spirits also come to expression 
through him.71 
Although a historian cannot function properly apart from his 
sources, his sources never dictate to him the conclusions he must 
accept. In this sense, autonomy is an accepted principle used by 
most modern historians. 
68Ibid., p. 256. 69Ibid., p. 204. 
70Harvey, óp. cit., p. 40. 
71Ibid. 
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A Closed Causal Nexus 
One of the main presuppositions of history today is that his- 
tory must be viewed as events occurring within a closed continuum of 
cause and effect. This is the prevailing view of history which has 
come out of the Enlightenment era and was described and refined by 
the nineteenth -century positivists. This is also the predominant 
view of history held by modern historians. History in view of this 
assumption is, as Braaten explains, an unbroken chain of immanent 
interconnections of cause and effect.72 Each event emerges out of 
and must be understood in relation to the historical context in which 
it appears. This closed causal nexus is what Ernst Troeltsch 
referred to as the principle of correlation. MacQuarrie explains its 
meaning thus: 
The point of the principle of correlation is, however, that 
although there may be distinctive events, and even highly dis- 
tinctive events, all events are of the same order, and all are 
explicable in terms of what is immanent in history itself. Thus 
there can be no divine irruptions or interventions in history.73 
Macquarrie says the effects this principle of "correlation" has upon 
the "Act of God" is that he reveals himself, but ". . . his activity 
is immanent and continuous. It is not the special or sporadic 
intervention of a transcendent deity. "74 Although an event may 
qualify and transform the future course of history in significant 
ways, it never appears within the historical process as "an inexplic- 
able bolt from the blue. "75 Gordon Kaufman has noted that the task 
72Carl E. Braaten, History and Hermeneutics, Philadelphia, 
1966, p. 81. 
73John Macquarrie, Twentieth -Century Religious Thought, Lon- 
don, 1971, p. 143. 
74Ibid. 
75Gordon D. Kaufman, "On the Meaning of 'Act of God,'" Har- 
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of the modern historian is: 
. to explain and interpret the movement of man's history 
entirely by reference to the interaction of human wills, the 
development of human institutions and traditions, and the effects 
of natural events and processes, i.e., exclusively in intramun- 
dane terms. 76 - - 
Clearly this view of history has been devastating to the tra- 
ditional theological notions about the activity of God in history. 
Because of this naturalistic mold in which the historian has chosen 
to work, Kaufman concludes that the inevitable result is a denial of 
the existence of God, and hence, "God is dead. "77 The natural out- 
come of this notion about history, in methodology at least, excludes 
awareness of a God who acts in history, i.e., in time and space 
events, and with it man's responsibility to him. This is because the 
secular historian presupposes the interrelation and interconnection 
of all events in an unbroken line of immanent causes and ". . . seeks 
the driving force of a historical process in mankind itself. "78 
Friedrich Gogarten says that this assumption is based on the premise 
that man is responsible for the world and what takes place in it, 
while he completely ignores responsibility to God.79 This exclusion, 
he is careful to explain, is not in principle, but because of "purely 
methodological reasons. "80 
This assumption, therefore, concludes that all historical 
events are "natural" events and have "natural" explanations. There 
is an uninterrupted series of events which are in continuity with 
one another, and cannot be explained apart from one another. Within 
the historical circumstances surrounding an event, there must be 
yard Theological Review, 61:187, 1968. 
76lbid. 77lbid., p. 179. 78Gogarten, op. cit., pp. 158 -9. 
79Ibid., p. 158. 80Ibid., pp. 158 -9. 
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something within those circumstances which would naturally give rise 
to the resulting event. This could be illustrated by saying that a 
war had been won because the general on the winning side had better 
trained men, the best military equipment available, a larger army of 
men, or that the weather and terrain were in his favor (e..., as in 
the case of Napoleon vs. Wellington), etc. The historian could never 
deduce, however, that a general won a battle because God was on his 
side. A Christian may say that God was at Dunkirk, but a historian 
would be forced to say, "So were the British Spitfires!" 
Again, since all events are of the same order, no particular 
event can be called final and therefore it is not absolute or unique. 
The net results of the application of this principle to Christianity, 
as Macquarrie correctly concludes, is that Christianity becomes a 
relative religion. He writes: 
Christianity belongs within the sphere of religious and human 
history as a whole, and no absolute claim can be made for it. 
The life and work of Jesus Christ himself may be a very distinc- 
tive event, but it cannot be absolute or final or of a different 
order from other historical events.81 
Patrick Gardiner recognizes that the historian is primarily concerned 
with describing past events and indicating why and how they took 
place, but he adds that the historian may not treat them as unique in 
the sense that they occur suddenly from the blue.82 They occur in 
the course of history and are connected events. A revolution does 
not just occur, but it must be seen as the result of many historical 
causes which gave rise to it. All historical explanation is based 
81Macquarrie, loc. cit. It should be noted that Macquarrie 
was giving the consequences of Ernst Troeltsch's historical method 
as it is applied to Christianity; however, Macquarrie's conclusions 
on this issue are not much different from those of Troeltsch. 
82Gardiner, loc. cit. 
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on the idea of continuity, that is, the circumstances surrounding an 
event must in some way give rise to it. Also, those circumstances 
are considered to be "natural" causes and not something which comes 
"from above." All events are interconnected in the sense that one 
gives rise to another. 
The Principle of Analogy 
Along with the principle of a closed causal nexus, modern 
historiography is based on the principle of analogy. This principle 
simply means that historical knowledge relies upon what is known in 
order to find out what is unknown. It assumes that history is 
repetitive and constant. That which is absolutely unique does not 
occur in history. Braaten expresses the meaning of this principle 
by saying, ". . . distant events of the past are knowable only 
because the historian finds some connection between them and present - 
day occurrences with which he is familiar, "83 John Macquarrie 
explains this principle as follows: 
We must go on the assumption that the events of the past are 
analogous to the events which we ourselves experience in the 
present. A report of events which are analogous to present 
events must be deemed to have more inherent probability than a 
report of events for which we can find no analogies in our own 
experience.84 
It may be assumed that the Battle of Waterloo was a single occurrence 
in history and, in that sense, unique. However, there have been 
other battles in history in which great generals have fought, and, in 
this sense, Waterloo has analogy. There was only one Napoleon who 
ruled France and brought the rest of Europe to her knees through his 
military conquests. On the other hand, there have been other rulers 
in history who have conquered vast segments of territory; and, in 
83Braaten, op. cit., p. 44. 84Macquarrie, 222 cit., p. 142. 
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this sense, Napoleon is not without analogy. 
In favor of this principle, it may be argued that a historian 
has no other means to enable him to interpret history than his own 
knowledge and sensory perception of the world in which he lives. 
What he knows about the repetition of nature, its constancy, and the 
general laws within which nature operates helps him to understand the 
scope of history. Therefore, since events tend to repeat themselves 
and since knowledge can only proceed from the known to the unknown, 
an event cannot be considered historical if it is without analogy to 
other events in history. Patrick Gardiner says that the historian's 
primary interest is in establishing past events in their unique 
setting: 
History is about what happened on particular occasions. It is 
not about what usually happens or what always happens under 
certain circumstances; for this we go to science.85 
However, he also maintains that the historian cannot divorce himself 
from certain laws which govern his work. He admits that the his- 
torian is only concerned with describing past events and indicating 
how and why they occurred when they did, but also that ". . . the 
historian, for all his attention to the individual and the unique, is 
not free to disregard general laws in his work of reconstruction. "86 
It is the principle of analogy which he is here describing as a 
"general laws." 
Carl Braaten does not approve of the use of this principle 
because, if it is a valid principle, then history cannot reflect 
anything new --only what it already knows; and consequently it has 
little to say.87 The main objection to Braaten's contention is an 
85Gardiner, 211_. cit., p. 40. 85Ibid., p. 45. 
87Braaten, ó. cit., pp. 44-6. 
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old one, i.e., what is absolutely unique is absolutely unknowable. 
Knowledge always proceeds from the known to the unknown. However, it 
may be argued that the absolutely unique is knowable if it has been 
revealed. The Christian argues that God has uniquely revealed him- 
self through his Son, Jesus Christ. Revelation appears to be the 
best answer Christians can muster in defense of the uniqueness of 
Jesus and of his resurrection from the dead. The historian qua his- 
torian cannot, therefore, treat uniqueness in the same manner as 
would the Christian. Such a step by a historian would violate the 
procedures he uses to describe and interpret past events. 
The Principle of Probability 
It is difficult to find this principle treated extensively or 
even discussed by itself, although it can be inferred from different 
writers. This principle is what Gardiner calls "commonsense explana- 
tion. "88 When one uses his "commonsense," he falls back upon his own 
experience and does not employ high degrees of precision in his 
assertions.89 When one encounters the phrase, "the cow jumped over 
the moon," he does not ask about the kind of cow involved, nor the 
circumstances relating to the action; he simply calls the notion 
absurd because he has neither seen nor heard of such a thing. No 
doubt he has observed a cow, and based upon his knowledge of a cow 
he could safely say that such a phenomenon is impossible. There are 
many things which, according to his own experience and knowledge, are 
highly improbable, i.e., that a man could run a three -minute mile, 
that axe heads float on the water, or that dead people rise from the 
grave. On the other hand, referring to a battle again, it is prob- 
88Gardiner, çgl. cit., pp. 5-23. 89Ibid., p. 6. 
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able that at least one great general, Napolean for example, will lose 
a battle sometime. His experience tells him that greatness does not 
always insure success. The criterion of the principle of probability 
is the sensory experience, perception, and reflection of the his- 
torian who is investigating the past. His understanding of the 
"facts," at least in his own experience, determines the probability 
of certain alleged events, i.e., that a man cannot run a mile in 
three minutes, etc. 
II. HISTORICAL ASSUMPTIONS AND THE RESURRECTION OF JESUS 
The results of the above notions of history are doubtlessly 
clear in their implications for theology. To begin with, Chris- 
tianity is deprived of its miraculous assertions. All of its proc- 
lamations about unique, absolute or supernatural events must be dis- 
carded. If these assumptions are correct, Christianity can no longer 
be considered absolute or final but is sufficient for some people. 
Christianity has therefore been reduced to a phenomenon of history 
and is to be understood naturally within the religious development of 
man. There are some examples of conclusions drawn by the historian 
when the above critical assumptions are applied to Christianity. 
When they are assumed as a proper guide for interpreting the resur- 
rection of Jesus, the conclusions are also very similar. 
First, the subject of the resurrection of Jesus is God and not 
man. It was God, according to the New Testament, who raised up Jesus 
from the dead ;90 man is only a passive recipient of the blessings 
90Although most references to the resurrection of Jesus refer 
to God as the author of Jesus' resurrection, there are a few passages 
in the New Testament which allow for Jesus' self- resurrection. Cf. 
Mk. 16:6; Matt. 28:6 -7; Lk. 24:6, 34; but especially John 10:17 -18. 
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derived from this event. If the historian is only interested in the 
subject and past actions of man, then in a technical sense he has 
ruled out the resurrection of Jesus as a historical event. Based on 
current notions of the subject of history, Jürgen Moltmann rightly 
concludes: 
If, as has frequently been pointed out, it is true that the 
experiences of history on the basis of which the concepts of the 
historical have been constructed have nowadays an anthropocentric 
character, that "history" is here man's history and man is the 
real subject of history in the sense of its metaphysical hypo - 
keimenon, then it is plain that on this presupposition the asser- 
tion of the raising of Jesus by God is a "historically" impos- 
sible and therefore a "historically" meaningless statement.91 
Secondly, since the New Testament writers view God as the 
author of this supernatural --or at least out of the ordinary -- event, 
then its view of history is not one which views events as occurring 
only within a closed continuum of cause and effect. The resurrection 
of Jesus, according to the New Testament, was accomplished by one who 
is outside and beyond the boundaries and limitations of natural causa- 
tion. To the New Testament writers, history is an open continuum 
wherein YAHWEH who, though separate from nature, is free and powerful 
enough to perform redemptive deeds within it and to make his will 
known to mankind in "ways which are not our ways." 
Thirdly, there are no analogies to the resurrection of Jesus 
which will enable the historian to interpret properly such an event. 
The historian proceeds from the known to the unknown in an inductive 
style of investigation. Therefore, what is absolutely unique must in 
turn be absolutely unknowable. This, of course, is true unless one 
The earliest references to the resurrection of Jesus, however, have 
Jesus in a passive condition, and God is the one who raises him up. 
Cf. I Cor. 15:4; Acts 2:23 -24; 4:10; 5:30 -31, etc. 
91Jürgen Moltmann, Theology of Hope, trans. by James W. 
Leitch, London, 1969, p. 174. 
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accepts, as do the New Testament writers, the concept of revelation, 
i.e., God has revealed his uniqueness in the person of his Son. The 
biblical writers accept another form of knowledge which is not 
experienced through the inductive method but through the special 
revelation of God, sometimes by his redemptive deeds and sometimes by 
direct verbal communication such as the Law given at Mt. Sinai. It 
must be admitted, however, that the historian has no objective cri- 
terion by which he can ascertain or examine such revelations. 
Fourthly, there are no natural causes in the circumstances 
surrounding the resurrection of Jesus which could give rise to that 
event. Jesus was arrested, beaten, crucified and buried. His dis- 
ciples forsook him and fled and were filled with despair and gloom. 
In these circumstances there is nothing in the experience of the his- 
torian or in any known natural laws which would compel him to con- 
clude that a resurrection must be forthcoming. On the contrary, what 
the historian knows through experience and demonstrable natural laws 
would force him to conclude that the life of Jesus ended at the 
cross. 
Fifthly, based on the principle of probability, Jesus must 
remain in the tomb. It is simply not probable under any known cir- 
cumstances that a dead man should rise from the grave. Some of the 
more conservative scholars92 argue that Jesus was not simply "just 
another man," but that he was in fact the Son of God, unique in every 
way; and it is not probable that death should contain such a person. 
Against this line of reasoning is the complete inability of the his- 
torian to determine the uniqueness of Jesus through the historical 
method any more than he can establish the resurrection of Jesus from 
92T. F. Torrance, Wilbur Smith, and others. 
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the grave. There are no categories of thought available to the his- 
torian whereby he can go behind the faith statements of the early New 
Testament writers and demonstrate that Jesus was in fact "Lord," 
"Christ," "Son of Man," or "Son of God." It should also be noted 
that the New Testament writers work from the event to establish or 
recognize the uniqueness of the person of Jesus and not the other way 
around.93 
It has become quite clear that the above described historical 
method presents serious difficulties to the biblical view of the 
resurrection of Jesus. If history is a closed continuum, then his- 
tory is also closed to the kind of "Divine deeds" found so frequently 
in the Bible, whether it be the floating of an axe head, walking on 
water, or the resurrection of the dead. Moltmann is right when he 
concludes: 
In face of the positivistic and mechanistic definition of the 
nature of history as a self- contained system of cause and effect, 
the assertion of a raising of Jesus by God appears as a myth con- 
cerning a supernatural incursion which is contradicted by all our 
experience of the world.94 
Viewed through the modern historical method, supernatural or miracu- 
lous events appear absurd. The problem now for theologians is to 
decide whether the historical method has reached its objective limits 
or whether it has "inbuilt" limitations which prevent it from properly 
assessing the resurrection of Jesus. Are there real events of the 
past which are not discernible through the modern historical method 
of investigation? 
From the above it is obvious that any modern theologian who 
wishes to confess Jesus as the risen Lord is therefore bound to 
93Cf. Acts 2:32 -36; Rom. 1:4; Phil. 2:5 -11. 
94Moltmann, op. cit., p. 177. 
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grapple with the problems of the relationship between history and 
faith. Whether it is possible or even desireable for a modern Chris- 
tian to have a faith like Paul or the Twelve Apostles in the risen 
Lord Jesus will depend, to a great extent, on his view of history and 
its relation to faith. 
All would agree that the biblical writers did not have scien- 
tific minds guided by the rules of modern historiography. They did 
not purpose to write historical or biographical documents in the 
technical sense of those terms, but rather they sought to write con- 
fessions of faith which were meant to call men to faith in their 
risen Lord. They were indeed interested in the biography of their 
Lord and other historical information available to them, but only as 
these things aided them in their evangelistic calling of men to faith 
in Christ. They were certain, in their own minds at least, that the 
resurrection of Jesus and the other events they sought to describe 
had actually happened. They also confessed that the earthly Jesus 
could not be understood apart from the Easter faith which they pro- 
claimed. Ernst Käsemann, who also recognizes this fact, writes: 
Primitive Christianity is obviously of the opinion that the 
earthly Jesus cannot be understood otherwise than from the far 
side of Easter, that is, in his majesty as Lord of the community 
and that, conversely, the event of Easter cannot be adequately 
comprehended if it is looked at apart from the earthly Jesus.5 
Whatever "historical" statements may be said about the Gospel 
narratives, one must conclude that the writers of these narratives 
believed that Jesus of Nazareth was raised from the dead and was seen 
of men. Willi Marxsen concludes that the resurrection of Jesus 
. is the presupposition for the fact that Jesus later became the 
95Ernst Kásemann, Essays on New Testament Themes, trans. by 
W. J. Montague, London, 1968, p. 25. 
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object of preaching. "96 
From here the question naturally arises whether the modern 
historian who accepts the historical assumptions discussed in this 
chapter can agree with the declaration of Easter faith, i.e., that 
Jesus is risen from the dead. George Ladd does not believe that this 
is possible. As he puts it: 
The critical historian, as historian, cannot talk about God 
and his acts in the Incarnation, the Resurrection, and the 
Parousia; for although such events occur within the history of 
our world, they have to do not merely with the history of men, 
but with God in history; and for the historian as historian, the 
subject matter of history . . . is man. Therefore the historical - 
critical method has self- imposed limitations which render it 
incompetent to interpret redemptive history.97 
It seems fair at this point to say that if a Christian wishes 
to affirm faith in the resurrected Jesus, he must do so in opposition 
to the conclusions of modern historical science; or he must find some 
way to confess his faith in the risen Lord which will be in harmony 
with this method. If the currently accepted historical method is not 
a valid method for establishing all the actual past, then its weak- 
nesses must be demonstrated and its limitations made clear. The 
theologian may wish to classify the Resurrection as "unhistorical" 
since it does not fit in with the popular notion of that which is 
"historical;" but, as Moltmann argues, he must ". . . look around for 
other ways for modern, historically determined man to approach and 
appropriate the reality of the resurrection. "98 
96Willi Marxsen, Anfangsprobleme der Christologie, Kassel, 
1960, p. 51. 
97George Eldon Ladd, "The Problem of History in Contemporary 
New Testament Interpretation," Studia Evangelica, ed. by F. L. Cross, 
Berlin, 1968, V, 99. 
98Moltmann, loc. cit. 
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III. HISTORICAL AND THEOLOGICAL EXPLANATION 
For the historian who is closed to the idea of the unique or 
the miraculous in history, there appears to be no way of establishing 
the supernatural character of the resurrection of Jesus. It is then 
necessary for him to account for the origins of Christianity in terms 
of natural explanation. However, if the historian cannot satis- 
factorily account for the origins of Christian faith through a 
critical -historical approach, is it then possible to arrive at some 
other equally valid approach which would account for Christian ori- 
gins? This approach, which will be discussed presently, asserts that 
there are limitations imposed upon the historical method. It also 
contends that the historical method is incapable of examining all 
factual events of history because there are significant self- imposed 
limitations implied in that method. 
Bultmann appears to be of the opinion that science alone can 
settle matters of historical fact. In this sense, if the historian 
is incapable of solving a matter of historical fact, then it would 
follow that Christian faith cannot do so either. For Bultmann, there 
are no categorical limitations imposed upon the historian's craft in 
relation to past events of history, and therefore the resurrection of 
Jesus is not a fact of history since it cannot be discovered through 
this method.99 
On the other hand, if one seeks to continue his confession of 
Jesus as the risen Lord, there must of necessity be some meaningful 
way to proclaim confidence in God's activity in the Easter Event. 
Is it possible that an event of history can be discovered or encoun- 
99See the discussion in Chapter II for a more complete dis- 
cussion of Bultmann's understanding of history and myth. 
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tered apart from the critical -historical method? Can a so- called 
"historical- theological" approach recover that which the critical - 
historical approach discussed above cannot? Is there something in 
the nature of a "theological method" which can recover unique or 
supernatural events of the past? Christian faith has traditionally 
confessed the unique activity of God in history, and yet it must be 
conceded that there are no "scientific" ways of proving that such 
unique activity ever occurred. But if this is so, why should such 
events have anything to do with the Christian proclamation? Bult- 
mann does not believe that they do and is perfectly willing to hide 
the Christian proclamation behind an ambiguous cross in history.100 
However, this writer believes that the Christian proclamation is so 
completely wrapped up with an assurance of God's unique activity in 
Jesus which culminates in the resurrection and exaltation of Jesus 
that the Church cannot release itself from its roots in a unique 
event in history. Indeed, one's credulity is stretched beyond all 
limits to suppose that Christian faith is based solely upon an ambig- 
uous cross. That would be little more than proclaiming the resurrec- 
tion of Jesus on the grounds of an ambiguous empty tomb. In what way 
could the tomb do anything more for Christian faith than pose a 
question --in fact, the wrong question? Equally so, the cross alone 
could not in itself lead to Christian faith. Bultmann is right to 
say that the cross posed a question to the followers of Jesus; but 
that it could in itself "disclose to them its meaning "101 stretches 
the credibility of one's faith even more than believing, as the dis- 
100Rudolf Bultmann, "New Testament and Mythology," Kerygma 
and Myth, ed. by Hans -Werner Bartsch, trans. by Reginald H. Fuller, 
New York, 1961, I, 38. 
101Ibid. 
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ciples did, that God had raised Jesus from the dead. It was the 
Resurrection which allowed a new understanding of the cross to come 
to the disciples. A simple examination of the earliest Christian 
preaching in the Acts will show that the early Church's Christology 
and understanding of salvation is based upon their belief in the 
resurrection of Jesus.102 
Christian faith does not hinge upon the historical- critical 
method's ability to examine the past nor upon any ambiguous event of 
the past, e.2., the empty tomb, but in the certainty that God has 
acted uniquely and decisively in Jesus of Nazareth, not only in his 
death, but also in his resurrection from the dead. The fact of this 
confession is not rationally preceived or mediated through any his- 
torical methods, but through the certainty of Christian faith as it 
calls upon the believer to submit to the Christ who reveals himself 
in the preaching of the kerygma (e..., Rom. 10:9 -10; I Cor. 15:3 - 
ff.). This may be called a "theological perception" rather than a 
logical deduction from history. If the historical method could prove 
this unique activity of God, there would indeed be no faith at all 
(II Cor. 5:7). Yet to deny the resurrection of Jesus is to deny the 
very heart of the Christian proclamation itself (I Cor. 15:17). In 
other words, it is not possible to prove the activity of God in 
Christ through any wisdom of this world (I Cor. 1:18 -29), but the 
denial of that unique activity denies the validity of the Christian 
faith altogether. The Christian message is not received through 
logic, reason, or through historical research, but it is believed on 
the basis of a revelation from God through the preaching of the 
kerygma (I Cor. 15:11). This believing is an obedient submission to 
102See especially Acts 2 -5. 
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the call of God which comes through the preaching of the kerygma. 
Christian faith believes that God speaks through the proclamation of 
the Christ (Rom. 10:14 -17). Although faith is not primarily an 
assent to a series of facts, Christian faith cannot thereby deny the 
truthfulness of the kerygma to which it submits. The aliveness of 
the risen Christ is demonstrated by the Holy Spirit in the life of 
the believer who submits himself to the call of God. The Christian 
can therefore proclaim that Christ is alive not only because the 
early disciples said so, but also because he has encountered him in 
the preaching. The truthfulness of the message is known through a 
submission to the call of God which comes through the proclamation 
of that message and is verified by His Spirit to the man of faith 
(Acts 5:32). The Christian's confession of God is a confession of 
trust and confidence in one who ". . . gives life to the dead and 
calls into existence the things that do not exist" (Rom. 4:17b). 
The historical method has never been capable of discovering 
God's activity in history (and in this Bultmann is right). The 
accuracy of this statement can be seen in the impotent Life -of -Jesus 
research of the liberals of the last century. Jesus was never called 
"Lord" because of his ethical teachings, and it is almost universally 
admitted that the inchoate band of disciples after Jesus' crucifixion 
had no basis in their contact with him to continue together in his 
name. What it was that initiated (or reinitiated) their faith in him 
after his death has never been on public display for the critical 
historian because what happened was unique and revelatory and there- 
fore beyond the scope of the historian's inquiry. The unique, the 
supernatural, and the revelatory activity of God are beyond "objec- 
tive" inquiry because the historian is limited to examining only the 
"natural" and "normal" events of life. He can only involve himself 
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with that part of the past with which he is already acquainted 
through his own experience and which has analogy to other known 
events of the past. 
Although for different reasons, this writer agrees with Lloyd 
Geering who argues that the resurrection of Jesus should be 
". . . removed from the class of events which are properly called 
historical and which are open to historical investigation. "103 It is 
not the kind of event which is capable of "historical" scrutiny. The 
"creeds" of Christian faith may be open to the unique activity of God 
in history, but the "creeds" of the historian preclude such a con- 
fession. Those who contend that the resurrection of Jesus is a his- 
torical event capable of historical inquiry104 appear to be unaware 
of the background and development of historian's craft. The resur- 
rection of Jesus is best left out of the realm of the "historical" and 
allowed to be confessed as a unique and revelatory event brought about 
by the activity of God. The reality of the resurrection of Jesus is 
not known through historical inquiry or logical deduction, but through 
an encounter with the living Christ. 
There is indeed a subjective element found in the study of 
the past, not just on the part of the historian, but also on the part 
of the Christian. Christianity has maintained consistently that God 
is known only through an obedience of faith. Only through submission 
to the Christ who comes through the preaching of the Word concerning 
him can the truthfulness of the message concerning him be finally 
demonstrated with assurance. The aliveness of Christ is seen today 
103Lloyd Geering, Resurrection: A Symbol of Hope, London, 
1971, p. 216. 
104Merrill C. Tenney, The Reality of the Resurrection, 
Chicago, 1972. 
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in this participation in and submission to the message about him. In 
one of the earliest confessions of the Church, it can be seen that 
the resurrection of Jesus from the dead and his Lordship were con- 
fessed and believed in the "heart," not demonstrated through reason 
(Rom. 10:8 -10). That subjective element is trust in God and not in 
the human resources of wisdom (I Cor. 1:18 -29). It is God's Spirit 
which testifies to the Christian the validity of the proclamation 
(Acts 5:32) and of his place in God's kingdom (Rom. 8:14 -16). 
The above may appear to be an unwillingness on this writer's 
part to submit the resurrection of Jesus to historical analysis; how- 
ever, this writer is simply saying that the final judgment about the 
Resurrection is reserved for faith and not history. No apology is 
made for this statement, for truly there appear to be no rational, 
scientific or historical reasons for confessing the Lordship of Jesus 
Christ. How can it possibly be that one who has suffered a humilia- 
ting death on a cross can also be the exalted Lord of the Church? 
Only after God's disclosure of his unique activity in raising Jesus 
from the dead did Christian faith become a possibility. Even Bult- 
mann admits that a story about a crucified Jesus would not lead any- 
one to a confession of his Lordship. For him it was only after a 
self disclosure about the meaning of the cross came to the disciples 
that Christian faith became a possibility.105 He does not believe 
that the significance of the cross can be read off from the actual 
event in history, but is understood by an acceptance of the word of 
preaching as the word of God.106 Faith for Bultmann is not an arbi- 
trary decision, but a response to the risen Lord who comes through 
the preaching of the cross. He correctly states, "In the word of 
105Bultmann, loc. cit. 106Ibid., pp. 38, 41, ff. 
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preaching and there alone we meet the risen Lord. 'So belief cometh 
of hearing, and hearing by the word of Christ' (Rom. 10:17)."107 
This writer is in complete agreement with Bultmann's denial 
of the historian's ability to discover the meaning of the cross or 
the act of God through some objective critical examination of the 
past. Bultmann is correct in saying that only in submission to the 
preaching of the Word of God can one confess Christ as Lord. This 
writer's primary objection to Bultmann, however, has to do with the 
place where he says Christian faith was initiated, i.e., at the 
cross. The Word of God which was proclaimed by the earliest Chris- 
tians shows clearly that the significance of Jesus for faith was seen 
primarily in his resurrection from the dead. The message of early 
Christianity is that Jesus is to be proclaimed the exalted Lord 
because he has been raised from the dead (Rom. 1:3 -4; Acts 2:32, 33, 
36). Although Bultmann rightly sees the need for faith and trust in 
the word of preaching before an acknowledgment of the exalted Lord 
can be made, he tries to separate the Church's confession of the 
resurrection of Jesus from the message which is preached. He wants 
the results of the resurrection without the resurrection. The proc- 
lamation of the gospel, however, is also a proclamation of the 
activity of God in time and space in the death and resurrection of 
Jesus. 
Is it therefore possible to confess as fact an event in his- 
tory which is not capable of proof? Yes indeed! And this possi- 
bility arises only through a submission to the call of God which 
comes through the preaching of Christ. Is it possible to deny a 
part of that activity- -i.e., the resurrection of Jesus from the dead 
107Ibid., p. 43. 
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--and still claim that the resultant faith is one with that of the 
early Church? In other words, to what extent is New Testament faith 
bound to the unique events which it proclaims? Bultmann has tried to 
extricate the Christian message from its supernatural and miraculous 
trappings created by a mythological world view and yet maintain that 
he has not lost the true New Testament understanding of the Christian 
message. By demythologizing the Christian message, he has sought to 
clarify what Christian faith is and also to make its acceptance a 
possibility for modern man who dismisses the supernatural stories of 
the past. He does not believe that Christian faith is bound to the 
mythical world view of the New Testament times which accepted such 
things as spirits, angels, resurrections from the dead, etc.; and he 
believes that he is at liberty to dismiss such things as being prod- 
ucts of a primitive world view. His purpose is to isolate the real 
"stumbling block" of Christian faith and to recover the existential 
self -understanding which is expressed in the mythical trappings of 
the New Testament. 
Bultmann would not want to be accused of "dismissing" or 
eliminating the myth of the New Testament; rather, he claims to have 
reinterpreted the actual meaning of the myth. He has tried to inter- 
pret the myth of the New Testament existentially, but in so doing he 
has failed to convey the real message of Easter. Easter was never 
understood as something which happened primarily to the disciples, 
but to Jesus. Although Easter faith does have existential signifi- 
cance for the man faith, it was primarily an event in the life 
of 
Jesus. Easter faith became a possibility only because of what God 
has done in the death and resurrection of Jesus (I Cor. 
15:3 -5, 14). 
Christian faith therefore cannot deny that which the historian 
can- 
not prove. Faith is inextricably bound up with a unique 
event of 
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the past which the Christian may readily admit is not capable of 
historical verification though it is attested to through the act of 
faith. This does not make the faith or the events which it confesses 
less real, only that they are not perceived in an "objective" manner. 
Christian faith cannot defend itself against the claim that 
it is a subjective religion except by saying that faith is a response 
to a genuine call from God which comes through the preaching of His 
activity in history, i.e., the cross and resurrection of Jesus. It 
is objective in the sense that this faith is not produced from one's 
own longings, etc., but is initiated by Christ himself who comes to 
the obedient hearer of the Christian message. The Christian realizes 
that his new life is a gift from God and is not due to any self - 
motivated psychological feelings, though there are no "objective" 
ways to prove otherwise. God's speaking to the believer cannot be 
detected through a critical -historical investigation, but only 
through the obedience of faith to the call of God. In this sense, 
God has always been capable of "proof," but this is a proof known 
only through the "eye of faith." It is proof known by means of a 
"theological" and not a historical inquiry. 
It must be added again that Christian faith is vitally 
interested in history. The cross and resurrection of Christ stand 
at the heart of its proclamation. The kind of history which is set 
forth in the Old Testament and the New Testament, however, is an 
inseparable mixture of natural and supernatural events. The his- 
torian's focus is only upon the former, but the theologian must 
decide on the latter as well. Note for example the statement, 
"Jesus Christ died for our sins." Whatever else is meant by this, 
there is clearly a double reality in question. If Jesus never died, 
the final half of the statement is meaningless. On the other hand, 
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if the former were demonstrated, it would not follow that he died in 
a benevolent manner for someone else. There are two assertions here 
inseparably bound together in the New Testament kerygma. The first 
is a historical statement which lends itself to historical examina- 
tion. The second is a theological assertion which lies beyond the 
historian's craft but is open to Christian experience by faith. Both 
statements, however, are true for Christian faith and are accounted 
for in the act of submission to Christ. The reality of Christ's for- 
giveness is experienced in the life of the believer. This is not to 
say that it did not happen if it does not become a part of one's 
experience, but only to say that the reality of the assertion is 
known not through historical inquiry, but through submission to the 
forgiveness of Christ. This may, in a sense, be called a "histori- 
cal- theological" method of inquiry since it necessarily involves a 
historical event, i.e., the death of Christ, but also a theological 
assertion with regard to the activity of God in this event the sig- 
nificance of which may be experienced by the one who submits himself 
to God. 
In the resurrection of Jesus there is a similar combination 
of history and theology though, to be sure, of a far more question- 
able nature. In Romans 4:25 Paul speaks of Jesus "Our Lord" "who 
was put to death for our trespasses and raised for our justifica- 
tion." In the latter case Jesus was raised from the dead "for our 
justification." The complete significance of what Paul means by 
"justification" will not be explored here, but basically he is say- 
ing that in the resurrection of Jesus from the dead (a historical 
assertion) the man of faith (the context shows this) is made right 
in the sight of God and brought into a proper relationship with 
Him 
(4:22 -25). In both instances, i.e., in Jesus' death and in 
his 
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resurrection, God is actively doing something for mankind; and what 
He is doing is inseparably linked to His activity in Jesus. If the 
historical aspects of these assertions are deleted, then the theolog- 
ical activity is also in serious question. 
Although it can be argued fairly that the death of Jesus is 
a significantly different kind of asserted event than his resurrec- 
tion, it can be seen in both instances that God is involved directly 
in the time and space continuum of history bringing about His pur- 
poses for us in Jesus. 
Bultmann will allow in the first instance that in the death 
of Jesus God was active on our behalf securing for us a new existen- 
tial self -understanding. Here in the death of Jesus is that strange 
combination of historical and theological activity, the former which 
is open for historical inquiry, but the latter only to Christian 
experience which comes by obedience to the call of God. At this 
point Bultmann does not separate the act of God from history, he only 
affirms that such activity is hidden except to the eye of faith. For 
Bultmann, the historian cannot penetrate or discover the activity of 
God. That activity is only through faith and submission to God. 
Although the historian can with a great degree of probability demon- 
strate the death of Jesus on the cross, he by no means is aware at 
the same time of the activity of God in this event. 
Bultmann is convinced that all alleged events of the past 
are open to historical inquiry and verification. What the historian 
cannot verify (at least in principle) did not happen. Also, accord- 
ing to Bultmann, God acts within such historical events, but always 
in a hidden manner, not disrupting the natural causal -nexus of the 
universe. Although the historian can verify to some degree the 
"historical" (historisch) aspects of those events, God's activity 
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remains hidden within them. 
The resurrection of Jesus, however, is an event which vio- 
lates the natural causal nexus of the universe and removes the 
"hidden" activity of God. Indeed, the New Testament equates God's 
activity directly with a historical event and, for the diciples, 
places faith on the level of sight, not only removing the element of 
decision, but also the hidden nature of God's activity. 108 For 
Bultmann this is intolerable because, by objectifying the activity 
of God in history, faith has been destroyed. 
There are two big assumptions at work in Bultmann's line of 
reasoning. The first is that God does not act directly in the causal 
nexus of history and the second is that the historian can prove all 
alleged events of the past. By eliminating the possibility of God's 
direct intervention into the space -time continuum, unique events are 
thereby dismissed and all events can be described in terms of anal- 
ogy, probability --based on natural law, and one's own experience. 
In the case of the second assumption, however, the historian can 
"prove" all "historical" events only if they are of the same order. 
He is not equipped to handle the unique or the miraculous. 
108Whatever may be said of the "objective" nature of the 
resurrection, it is not clear that an impartial observer could have 
witnessed the appearances of Jesus. Apart from the Apostle Paul, 
none of the witnesses to the appearances could have claimed "objec- 
tivity" since they had been followers of Jesus before his death. 
James, the brother of Jesus, also probably was not a convert before 
the appearance of Christ to him (I Cor. 15:7), though this is not 
certain. The appearance which Paul received, if the Acts account is 
to be trusted, cannot be regarded as that kind of event which the 
impartial observer could witness. The resurrection of Jesus was 
considerably more than a mere resuscitation; it was a resurrection 
to a new mode of existence which may not have been objectively iden- 
tifiable. The resurrection of Jesus was revealed to the disciples 
through the Easter appearances. It is not clear how much the hidden 
activity of God was altered in the resurrection of Jesus though, 
according to Bultmann's understanding of God's activity, it is clear 
that it was altered. 
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If the resurrection of Jesus from the dead is affirmed, the 
principle of hiddenness of God's activity must be set aside or 
altered and, it would seem, along with it Bultmann's basic under- 
standing of faith --at least for those who experienced the appearances 
of Jesus and believed because they saw (Jn. 20:8, 29). However, 
faith is not necessarily altered because Christian faith is basically 
a response to the activity of God. It does not follow that God only 
speaks interpretively of events which can be explained on a natural 
cause and effect basis. The Scriptures are clear that God not only 
speaks, He also acts. He not only confronts man in his historical 
existence through preaching, but the biblical message also contends 
that He can interrupt the natural course of world events as in the 
Exodus or the Resurrection. His activity is not limited, and man is 
called upon to confess the activity of God in whatever form it is 
presented. The historian can in principle limit his field of inquiry 
to events of a natural order, but the theologian would do well not to 
place upon God the limitations presupposed upon history by the his - 
tori an. 
There are some, perhaps, who would object to the unique role 
the apostolic witness played in the Easter traditions and demand some 
sort of a "democracy of access" to the risen Christ. Should not all 
post- resurrection generations be given the opportunity to see and 
believe as well as experience Christ's presence in the way claimed by 
the disciples? 
John carefully discriminates between those who saw and 
believed (Thomas) and those who have not seen and yet believed (20: 
29). The disciples occupied the role of "official witnesses "109 so 
109Gerald O'Collins, The Easter Jesus, London, 1973, p. 
80. 
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that others might also believe (Jn. 20:29 -31; Acts 1:3; 13:30 -32). 
These witnesses played a unique role in the Church's history and can 
in one sense be called the founding fathers of the Church. The 
apostles clearly enjoyed a prominence in the early Church (Acts 1- 
12), and their testimony may properly be called a part of the early 
kerygma (I Cor. 15:5 -8). 
Bultmann rightly sees the unique role played by the first 
disciples and separates their encounter with Christ from that experi- 
ence presently enjoyed by the Church. 110 He writes, ". . . the first 
disciples' faith in the resurrection is itself part and parcel of the 
eschatological event which is the article of faith. "111 
Just because the resurrection of Jesus is seen in the New 
Testament as a revealed act of God in history, it does not mean that 
Christian faith is destroyed if it is remembered that the disciples, 
because of their place in history, played a unique role in the Eas- 
ter event itself as eyewitnesses. One must still exercise faith in 
their witness, and that witness cannot be demonstrated or substan- 
tiated through modern historical methods. It is only in the act of 
"justification" as described above (Rom. 4:22 -25) that the Christian 
finds a correlate for that witness of the unique activity of God in 
history. 
Although the preceding discussion seems to imply that Easter 
faith is completely immune from historical judgments, this is only 
true in so far as the historian has removed unique events from his 
field of investigation. A claim that the resurrection of Jesus is 
immune from historical inquiry would be saying in so many words that 
the event belonged only to a special religious sphere and not to his- 
110Bultmann, 2.E. cit., p. 38. 
111Ibid., p. 42. 
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tory. There are many aspects of Christ's resurrection and the events 
surrounding it which are open for a critical investigation --in fact 
demand such investigation, e.g., the discovery of the empty tomb, 
whether the women visited the tomb, the nature of the appearances, 
whether in fact Jesus was cricified, etc. O'Collins is right in say- 
ing that even if the historian is reluctant to take the resurrection 
as an object for his direct study, ". . . there exists an historical 
'fringe' to the resurrection which calls for the historian's atten- 
tion . . . . "112 O'Collins contends that while the historian may not 
be able to prove the resurrection of Jesus, he could in principle 
prove ". . . that certain presuppositions (for example, that Jesus 
lived and died) or attendant claims (for example, that his grave was 
discovered to be empty) were false. "113 "In brief," he continues, 
"if the historian cannot verify the resurrection, he could in princi- 
ple disprove it. "114 
Christian faith can neither be reduced to historical knowl- 
edge nor exist independent of it either. Christian faith therefore 
confesses confidence in the unique activity of God in history even 
though it does not offer verifiable historical evidence of this 
activity. It offers instead the testimony of eyewitnesses who "saw 
and believed" and who reported in their own way what it was that 
happened as well as the encounter which the believer may also have 
with the risen Christ. Although the historian is able to examine 
the testimony of the eyewitnesses and even point out various discrep- 
ancies and /or consistencies in such testimony, it is not possible 
for him to go behind their belief in the Resurrection event and prove 
that God was at work in what they describe; he must either submit to 
1120'Collins, óE. cit., p. 60. 113Ibid., p. 61. 
114Ibid. 
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it or reject it. Were the disciples deceived or mistaken? Did they 
lie? Is there a psychological explanation for their conduct and 
message shortly following the death of Jesus? How can the origin of 
Christianity be explained? This writer contends that the actual 
resurrection of Jesus from the dead is the only adequate Christian 
explanation for the rise of Easter faith and that the historian qua 
historian cannot answer the question. 
IV. FURTHER REMARKS ON THE HISTORICAL METHOD 
Each of the aspects or procedures of the historical -critical 
method described in this chapter is in need of a great deal of 
expansion, and the validity of each certainly remains open for dis- 
cussion.115 However, the writer believes that the assumptions, 
principles, and procedures discussed above provide a platform for 
understanding the modern historical approach to the ancient past. 
One very strong objection to the current historical method comes from 
Stephen Neill who claims that history has no "rules." He states 
uambiguously that ". . . the historian, if he is a true historian, 
knows that there are no rules. "116 Again he claims that the his- 
torian does not commit himself to any view of the definition of the 
"natural" or "supernatural," "philosophical terms with which he has 
no concern. "117 He denies that the words "possible" and "impossible" 
are part of a historian's vocabulary, and his historical approach to 
the Bible is comparable to the old "scissors and paste" approach 
denounced by the scholars of the Enlightenment era.118 This writer 
115Braaten, óE. cit., pp. 42-ff. 
116Nei1l, ól. cit., p. 280. 117Ibid., p. 281. 
118Ibid., pp. 279-86. 
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certainly is in sympathy with Neill who wants to make history open to 
God's activity, but he cannot justify Neill's seeming ambition to 
remove from historiography much of its critical development over the 
past two hundred years. In the twentieth century a theologian, or a 
historian for that matter, who makes an assertion regarding the his- 
toricity of an event must be prepared to consider the "rules" of 
assessment and the presuppositions from which a modern historian 
operates. To fail to do this necessary step only contributes to the 
confusion and ambiguity already present in this area of modern 
theology. 
After the above historical method has been applied to an 
event, the results of the investigation will determine whether the 
event is "historical" or "unhistorical" in the critical scientific 
sense of these terms. In saying the latter, a scholar could be 
making two very different and very distinct judgments about the 
reported event. He could be saying that the event did not happen at 
all, that is, that the event did in no way occur in the past. Or, 
on the other hand, the scholar could be saying that the event goes 
beyond the self- imposed limitations of the historical method; and 
the critical historian, as historian, is not qualified to make a 
fianl decision about the matter for it lies beyond his field of 
investigation. Because the event does not "qualify" under these 
stated "rules of procedure" and assumptions to be called "histori- 
cal," it does not necessarily follow that the event did not happen. 
The event could possibly be an actual fact occurring within the time 
and space of man's existence, that is, this event could be an objec- 
tive event occurring within history, yet, above or beyond historical 
investigation. This position is more closely associated with the 
Heilsgeschichte theologians who wish to call such an event a "supra- 
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historical" event in the sense that it is outside of the boundaries 
of historical investigation and therefore remains a matter of faith 
and not of historical knowledge.119 
Is it possible for Christian faith to have such confidence in 
an "unhistorical" history? Presently it appears that there are only 
three alternative positions: (1) either to admit that the super- 
natural does not exist in history, or (2) to redefine history in 
order to "make room" for a God who acts in history, or (3) to assert 
that the proper discipline for the study of God and his activity is 
not history, but theology. This last alternative is closer to the 
position which this writer holds, but it has a "danger point" if not 
correctly understood of removing Christianity from the realm of his- 
tory, an act which would undercut the heart of Christian Faith. 
With regard to the resurrection of Jesus, can it be said that 
this is an actual event in history even though it lacks "historical" 
verification or analogy ?120 Can the believer who places his faith in 
Jesus Christ submit him to historical research and still find justi- 
fication for his faith? Can the historian tell the believer what he 
is to believe about Jesus? Paul van Buren seems to say, "Yes!" He 
says that Christian faith is based on history and is centered around 
a man who actually lived, died and was buried; and because of this 
fact, he concludes that the believer is at the mercy of the his - 
torian.121 This risk, he argues, is the price of centering Christian 
119George Eldon Ladd, "The Resurrection of Jesus Christ," 
Christian Faith and Modern Theology, ed. by Carl F. H. Henry, New 
York, 1964, p. 279. 
120So asks Jurgen Moltmann, "Resurrection as Hope," Harvard 
Theological Review, 61:136, 1968. 
121Paul M. van Buren, The Secular Meaning of the Gospel, 
Middlesex, 1963, p. 131. 
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faith in history.122 Van Buren adds, however, that the historian can 
make important binding judgments about Christianity. When viewing 
the resurrection of Jesus, van Buren allows his empirical attitudes 
to determine that the resurrection of Jesus as set forth in the New 
Testament was not an event of the past.123 To put it another way, 
since experience and observation show that dead people do not rise 
from the grave, then neither did Jesus. Gunther Bornkamm does not 
share van Buren's optimism about the historical method and its 
ability to dictate to the Christian the content of his faith. He 
holds that history is a servant to faith, but not its master: 
Certainly faith cannot and should not be dependent upon the 
change and uncertainty of historical research. To expect this 
of it would be presumptuous and foolish. But no one should 
despise the help of historical research to illumine the truth 
with which each of us should be concerned.124 
If a critical scholar subjects an event to the assessment of 
the historical method as defined above, and if by this process he 
cannot affirm the historicity of that event, he must declare that 
event to be "unhistorical" in terms of modern historical explanation 
or admit that this approach is incapable of determining what hap- 
pened. If he still chooses to call the event a historical event in 
the sense that it happened or that it belongs to the actual past, he 
must do so at the expense of being out of agreement with the tenor 
of modern critical scholarship though not necessarily wrong in his 
judgment. If he stands against the prevailing notion of history, he 
must be ready to justify in some way his confession of faith in the 
resurrection of Jesus. Those in the Heilsgeschichte school ulti- 
122Ibid. 123Ibid., p. 136. 
124Günther Bornkamm, Jesus of Nazareth, trans. by Irene and 
Fraser McLuskey, London, 1969, p. 9. 
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mately appeal to their faith as the final justification for their 
rejection of the historical -critical approach to Easter. The Pannen- 
berg school, also objecting to the limited grasp of the past by 
modern historiography, is seeking to re- examine the rules and assump- 
tions of critical historiography.125 Both schools, however, want to 
find historical validity in the resurrection of Jesus which has been 
rejected by the historical -critical method of interpretation. 
In conclusion, the valuable service rendered to biblical 
scholarship by the historical method is beyond question. More than 
any other, this method has done much to clarify the historical setting 
of the Bible as well as to open up vast new areas of inquiry about the 
source and content of the faith of the early Christians. The use of 
the historical method has opened up new channels of thought regarding 
some of the perplexing meanings of New and Old Testament terms, e.2., 
"Son of Man," "Messiah," "Abba," etc. But, on the other hand, it is 
this same historical approach which has also concluded in methodology 
at least that the Christ of the earliest community of Christians is 
an "unhistorical" person. It is at this point that many theologians 
believe that this method has ceased being a servant of theology and 
has instead become its master. Whatever one's prejudices for or 
against the discipline often called "modern historiography," the 
method of historical explanation has presented to Christianity one of 
the strongest and most perplexing challenges it has yet received. In 
the twentieth century, every serious student of theology, regardless 
125See Wolfhart Pannenberg, Jesus --God and Man, trans. by 
Lewis L. Wilkins and Duane A. Priebe, London, 1970; Wolfhart Pannen- 
berg, et.al., History and Hermeneutic, Vol. 4 of Journal for Theology 
and the Church, ed. by Robert W. Funk, New York, 1967; Moltmann, 
Theology of Hope, off. cit. 
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of his theological bias, must wrestle with the issues and problems 
which history has raised for modern religious thought. A more help- 
ful understanding of these challenges and how to meet them is to some 
extent the aim of the remainder of this thesis. 
At this point the writer will now turn his attention to the 
problems in the Resurrection narratives for the purpose of trying to 
set forth what it was which the New Testament says happened in the 
resurrection of Jesus. This question is not as easily answered as it 
might first appear. There are many problems in the Resurrection 
narratives which need clarification and analysis; and this will be 
the purpose of the next two chapters, though it must be said in 
advance that there are many problems in the following pages which at 
present do not have simple solutions. At the end of the following 
discussion, the primary question, i.e., what it was that happened in 
the resurrection of Jesus, will be raised again and a possible answer 
set forth. 
CHAPTER VI 
THE RESURRECTION NARRATIVES AND THE PROBLEM OF WHAT HAPPENED 
Because there is a tendency among those critical scholars who 
reject the resurrection of Jesus as an event of history to emphasize 
the discrepancies within the Resurrection narratives, this chapter 
and the next will be devoted largely to a discussion of some of these 
problems, not so much with a harmonization in mind, but with the aim 
of trying to discover what, according to the New Testament, actually 
happened in the resurrection of Jesus. It is this writer's primary 
contention that even though several very serious discrepancies' can 
be found in the Resurrection narratives, the basic message of each of 
the Evangelists is still quite clear, namely, that Jesus of Nazareth 
who was crucified was also raised from the dead. 
Several kinds of problems will be encountered in these chap- 
ters, not just the difficulties of harmonization. There are problems 
in the nature of the sources themselves as was seen in Chapter IV 
including a lack of consistency within individual passages (such as 
'Throughout this discussion the terms "discrepancy," "con- 
tradictory," "difference" and the like will be used; but it must be 
added that this writer intends each term to be understood as only 
apparent contradictions, discrepancies, etc. It is always a possi- 
bility that the somewhat fragmentary nature of the sources available 
leaves one without all the facts on which to decide in such matters. 
Also, this writer does not apologize for a seeming blindness toward 
the differences in the Scriptures. It is indeed a delicate road on 
which the theologian must pass between his questioning the Scriptures 
and yet allowing himself to be questioned by them. Where there is a 
reasonable possibility of an explanation for basic differences, this 
writer will generally lean in that direction. It does not necessar- 
ily follow that a good sign of biblical scholarship is a generally 
negative attitude toward the biblical tradition, and it is always a 
possibility that certain assured results of critical investigation 
will be changed or discarded in light of subsequent research. For 
these reasons, this writer intends the term "apparent" to be under - 




John 20:1 -18) as well as problems of harmony with the other Resurrec- 
tion narratives. These will be discussed in this chapter in three 
basic sections: the nature of the sources themselves, stories rela- 
ting to the burial of Jesus, and to the empty -tomb tradition. In 
the next chapter the focus will be upon some of the major questions 
regarding the appearances of Jesus. 
I. THE RESURRECTION OF JESUS AND THE EASTER TRADITIONS 
There are a number of difficulties in the Easter traditions 
which hinder any attempts to describe accurately what happened in the 
resurrection of Jesus. The first, of course, is the fact that the 
Gospel writers never describe the resurrection itself; they only 
proclaim that Jesus has been raised from the dead. In this sense, 
then, it is impossible to know what actually happened because there 
were no witnesses to the resurrection of Jesus; they only encountered 
him in his post- resurrection appearances. The New Testament, unlike 
the apocryphal Gospel of Peter,2 does not describe or narrate the 
Easter event. This reserve is due to the fact that no one actually 
saw what happened on the first Easter morning. There is no doubt, 
however, in the minds of the New Testament writers that something in 
fact did happen which could best be described as a resurrection from 
the dead. The Evangelists narrate the discovery of an empty tomb and 
the appearance of Jesus to the disciples,3 but beyond that nothing 
else is said. The Resurrection itself is an inference drawn from the 
2See Reginald H. Fuller, The Formation of the Resurrection 
Narratives, London, 1972, pp. 190 -2, for the appropriate verses. 
3Mark does not record appearances; but as has been argued 
previously, this writer believes that the original ending of Mark's 
Gospel is lost or that Mark, due to some unknown circumstances, was 
unable to finish it. 
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appearances and the empty tomb. Some of the earliest proclamations 
only mention the fact of the Resurrection and simply call for a con- 
fession of the resurrection of Jesus without having narrated the 
event at all (Rom. 10:9). Still others mention the resurrection of 
Jesus as part of an accepted method of introducing a letter to other 
Christians (Gal. 1:1; Rom. 1:3 -4). In some of the early Christian 
messages, there existed the belief that by the Resurrection God did 
not allow Jesus' flesh to see corruption (Acts 2:24 -31) but raised 
him up and indeed exalted him (Acts 2:32 -33). Based upon the appear- 
ances of Jesus, Easter faith was born, i.e., God had raised up Jesus 
from the dead and exalted him. That he was seen alive after his 
death is attested to by witnesses who with assurance could testify to 
the aliveness of Jesus. Although the event of the Resurrection 
itself is not described -- possibly because of a lack of eyewitnesses, 
the fact that it happened is argued for in the New Testament on the 
basis of Jesus' appearances to his disciples (Acts 2:32; I Cor. 15:3- 
8). Later in the New Testament the empty tomb is also used as a 
means of proclaiming the resurrection of Jesus, e.a., in the message 
of the angels at the tomb in the Synoptic Gospels (Mark 16:6), though 
it should not be concluded that an empty tomb in and of itself was 
ever the basis of proclaiming the Resurrection. The empty tomb along 
with the appearances of Jesus are the two vehicles for proclaiming 
the Resurrection, but it was only because of the appearances of Jesus 
that Easter faith was initiated. Easter faith proclaims then that 
God raised up Jesus from the dead, but how it was that God raised him 
up is left a mystery. 
Another difficulty in ascertaining what happened in the 
resurrection of Jesus stems from the fact that the only written 
sources about the event were not written until some thirty or more 
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years later. The message of Easter was carried on largely by word of 
mouth in the churches for a considerable period of time. This being 
the case, it is highly unlikely that the traditions were passed on 
without some alterations or modifications. Indeed, the fact that the 
Easter traditions expanded can be seen in the addition of the empty - 
tomb story to the proclamation of Easter. This does not mean that 
the empty -tomb tradition is a late invention of the early Church, 
rather that its inclusion in the main stream of the Easter tradition 
was not in the earliest preaching of the resurrection of Jesus. The 
addition of the story to the Easter tradition was perhaps prompted by 
a later need to show that Jesus' resurrection was not simply a 
spiritual event. This, of course, is mere speculation, but it is 
offered as a possibility for explaining why the Church felt the need 
to add this story. It is clear that the Jewish polemic in claiming 
that the disciples stole the body of Jesus was the occasion for 
adding the story of the guard at the tomb in Matthew's Gospel. At 
any rate, it is difficult to believe that the Easter tradition used 
in the early Church during the oral stage of its development could 
have remained fixed. E. Harrison, along with many contemporary New 
Testament scholars, believes that the oral stage of transmission must 
certainly have affected the choice of materials used by the evangel - 
ists.4 
Along with this, the identity of the authors of the sources 
(the Gospels) is a difficult problem because of the inability to 
distinguish between the author or editor /redactor of the sources. It 
is also impossible to know finally the precise outline of the shadowy 
4Everett F. Harrison, Introduction to the New Testament, 
Grand Rapids, 1964, p. 139. 
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sources in the background that one presumes the editor is handling. 
This is especially true in Luke 24 and John 20. 
These facts alone have been enough to cause many scholars to 
be highly skeptical about the reliability of the Easter story in the 
Gospels as well as many of the other stories in these sources. Bult- 
mann's form -critical studies have led him to the belief that the Gos- 
pels are primarily records of the faith of the early Christian 
community rather than a picture of what happened in the career of 
Jesus. This writer, however, finds it difficult to believe that the 
early Church, which admittedly owed its very existence to Jesus, 
would have been so careless with the traditions about him that its 
very origins remain obscure as Bultmann supposes.5 Although it must 
be admitted that clear lines of development within the Easter tradi- 
tions are discernible, there is no justification for saying with 
Bultmann that that which happened to initiate Easter faith is obscure 
in the traditions. 
C. E. B. Cranfield's arguments for the essential reliability 
of the Gospel traditions are worth noting here. He writes: 
(a) The survival of eyewitnesses, hostile as well as believ- 
ing, throughout the oral -tradition period must have limited 
severely the church's freedom to invent and even to embellish. 
(b) The prominence in the NT of the words pápTus, papTupéw, 
uapTUpfa, uapTÚptav . . implies that the primitive community 
was conscious of its obligation to tell the truth (the word 
uápTUs means primarily a witness in court) . . . . (c) The main 
outline of events, especially the story of the Passion, must have 
been constantly repeated in preaching and liturgy, and so kept 
clear in the memory. (d) The fact that the church grew up within 
the Jewish community, a community with a long -established and 
highly revered oral tradition of its own, must not be forgotten. 
Among the rabbis the most meticulous care was taken to preserve 
the oral tradition of their teachers unaltered. (e) The form of 
much of the teaching of Jesus (poetry, epigram, parable) made it 
particularly easy to remember accurately. (f) The respect paid 
5Rudolf Bultmann, Theology of the New Testament, trans. by 
Kendrick Grobel, London, 1970 -1, I, 45. 
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by the later evangelists to Mark is something we should not 
expect if the early church had really felt free to invent and 
embellish as some would have us believe. (g) The presence of 
Semitisms in many of the sayings of Jesus and also in many of the 
narratives of the gospel . . . tells strongly against any theory 
which sees in it corruptions of the tradition due to Hellenistic 
influences. (h) The fact that the material which was discre- 
ditable to Peter and the other apostles, and, still more, such 
sayings of Jesus as his admission of ignorance of the date of the 
Parousia (13:32) and his cry of dereliction on the cross (15:34), 
which we know puzzled and embarrassed the early church, had been 
preserved, goes a long way toward guaranteeing the general relia- 
bility of the tradition.6 
F. V. Filson would not accept all of these arguments about 
the preserving of the oral traditions in the early Church because he 
does not find reason to believe that the early Church carried any 
control over them. However, he does conclude that the stories in the 
Gospels are reasonably stable because of the Jewish method of handing 
on traditions.7 
Although it may be admitted that a number of areas are rather 
obscure in the Easter narratives (e.2., the time of discovery of the 
empty tomb, the location and nature of the appearances, etc.), what 
happened on the first Easter morning was never one of those areas in 
the mind of the early Church. It may be conceded that the Easter 
traditions grew; but never was that which is common to all of them, 
i.e., the resurrection of Jesus from the dead, in serious doubt. The 
unifying factor in the Easter traditions which initiates and gives 
birth to Easter faith is the resurrection of Jesus from the dead, 
whatever may have been involved in that event. 
A simple examination of the Gospels, or any of the New Testa- 
6C. E. B. Cranfield, "Gospel of Mark," The Interpreter's 
Dictionary of the Bible, ed. by George Arthur Buttrick, New York, 
1962, III, 271. 
7Floyd V. Filson, A New Testament History, London, 1971, pp. 
72 -3. 
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ment literature for that matter, will show that the writers wrote 
with a freedom totally foreign to modern historiographers. This was 
due in part to the transforming effects of their Easter experience 
and also to the popular non -professional character of the early 
Christian community. Different problems faced the varying recipients 
of the early proclamation, and it seems quite reasonable to assume 
that these varying needs of the early Christian communities must have 
been on the minds of the Gospel writers in their selection of materi- 
als to include in their gospels. This, however, should not be a 
matter of alarm unless the critic forces upon the Gospel writers 
modern standards which were not employed by writers of that day. To 
be sure, each Evangelist was writing a call to Christian faith and 
was not interested in setting forth an unbiased "objective" report of 
events in the life of Jesus. Each sought to present what he con- 
sidered to be a factual disclosure of certain words and deeds of 
Jesus which he set forth in such a manner as to produce a call to 
faith. A so- called "objective" report is not to be found anywhere in 
the New Testament. Indeed, such a report would hardly have been 
claimed by the early Christian community whose commitment to their 
Risen Lord cost many of them their lives. 
Returning to the above point, it must be emphasized again 
that each writer was addressing himself to a group of believers 
facing specific problems; and this fact surely must have guided the 
Evangelists' selection of materials from the traditions about Jesus 
being circulated in the Church at the time of their writing.8 The 
Sitz im Leben of the early Church must have been upon the minds of 
8This assertion is almost universally accepted by New Testa- 
ment scholars and does not need amplification. 
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the Evangelists as they selected the traditions about Jesus for com- 
posing /compiling their Gospels. Certainly no writer has the complete 
story of Jesus; and, given the limitations of the amount which could 
be written on one papyrus roll,9 a certain selectivity on the part of 
the Evangelists was necessary.l0 
Perhaps some of the differences in the Gospels may be 
explained in the above manner. No doubt many historical details were 
omitted at the time of composition which the modern historian needs 
in order to reconstruct a more accurate picture of the events sur- 
rounding the death and resurrection of Jesus; but such details were 
unimportant, evidently, to the Evangelists who were more concerned 
about presenting a call to faith. The four Gospels were never inten- 
ded to be harmonized; and the early Church seemed quite willing to 
allow them, with all of their differences, to stand side by side.11 
Although the Gospels are dealing with the same person and covering 
many of the same events, the writers were men of differing back- 
grounds, facing different issues and needs in the communities to 
which they were writing. Such considerations, as well as the possi- 
ble use of differing traditions in existence during the time of 
writing, probably were major contributing factors in shaping the 
Gospel narratives, especially the Passion and Resurrection stories. 
Now, in light of the above, what can be said of the numerous 
discrepancies in the Easter narratives? In the rest of this chapter 
9Stephen Neill, What We Know About Jesus, London, 1970, p. 
51, says the Gospel of Luke is about at the maximum limit. 
10John 20:30 -1 indicates the basis as well as the fact of 
selectivity used by that Evangelist. This can also be seen in the 
hyperbole in the Appendix of John 21:25. 
11John 21 appears to be an exception to this. 
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and in the next, most of these problems will be discussed in some 
detail; and it will be shown that the discrepancies are not incon- 
siderable. Some of the problems of harmony may be fairly easily 
dismissed, the number of angels at the tomb, the number of 
women coming to the tomb, the message of the angels, etc.; but others 
are much more significant and require careful attention, the 
location and nature of the appearances. The discrepancies in the 
Resurrection narratives have been variously interpreted and empha- 
sized or minimized owing to one's understanding of miracle. Those 
who believe that Jesus Christ did rise from the grave tend to mini- 
mize the historical and philosophical objections to what is believed 
to be the foundation of Christian faith.12 On the other hand, those 
who reject the possibility of such an event have tended to emphasize 
the above discrepancies in the narratives.13 
How significant are the problems of harmony in the Gospels 
as well as those between Paul and the Gospels? This writer believes 
that it is wrong on the one hand to de- emphasize the problems and 
also unfair on the other hand to allow them to take the primary focus 
of one's attention. Although there are problems of considerable 
importance, e.g., the nature of the Resurrection appearances and 
their location, the basic assertion in the New Testament is the 
aliveness of Jesus after the crucifixion, the significance of which 
is considerable for all who place their trust in him. To what extent 
is credibility of the resurrection of Jesus in doubt if some of the 
12Cf. Clark H. Pinnock, "On the Third Day," Jesus of 
Nazareth: Saviour and Lord, ed. by Carl F. H. Henry, London, 1966, 
pp. 145 -56. 
13Bultmann, off. cit., pp. 45 -8. See Xavier Leon -Dufour, 
The Gospels and the Jesus of History, ed. and trans. by John McHugh, 
London, 1968, p. 254. 
238 
details of this event cannot be harmonized? Is there a way through 
the maze of difficulties in the sources which will be favorable to 
the event to which they all give testimony? Is it at all possible to 
know what actually happened in the resurrection of Jesus? This 
writer believes that a careful examination of the Resurrection narra- 
tives provides a generally positive response to that question even 
though there are many questions which continue to remain unanswered. 
In the following sections of this chapter and the next, an attempt 
will be made to deal with the problems in the Resurrection narratives 
with the hope of coming closer to an understanding of the original 
event which gave rise to Easter faith. 
II. THE STORIES OF THE BURIAL OF JESUS 
The Kinds of Problems in the Burial Stories 
In the Gospels there are a number of differences in the 
various burial -of -Jesus stories; however, there are also a good many 
consistencies which strongly indicate a common origin of all of the 
accounts. In all four Gospel narratives, it is Joseph of Arimathea 
who requested and received from Pilate the body of Jesus for burial 
purposes; and it was Joseph who prepared the body with a linen shroud 
(John says Nicodemus helped). Joseph also placed the body of Jesus 
in the tomb (John indicates that Nicodemus helped). All four Gospels 
also agree that the day of the burial was the Day of Preparation 
(Friday) just prior to the beginning of the Sabbath. 
Beyond these common agreements, Mark and Matthew both say 
that Joseph rolled the stone against the door of the tomb after the 
body had been placed inside. Luke and John have no mention of Joseph 
rolling the stone against the tomb, but this could be inferred from 
the surprise of the women in the next chapter (Lk. 24:2 -4; or Mary, 
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Jn. 20:1) at the stone being rolled away. It is somewhat surprising 
that a mention of the stone being rolled away should come in Luke and 
John since neither say that the tomb was sealed. This could possibly 
be an indication of Luke's and John's dependence upon some common 
source as will be suggested later. Along with this, Mark simply says 
Jesus' body was placed in a tomb (15:46), while Matthew calls it "his 
own new tomb which he (evidently Joseph) had hewn in the rock" (27: 
40). Luke and John are once again in agreement when they describe 
the tomb as one "where no one had ever yet been laid" (Luke 23:53) 
and "where no one had ever been laid" (John 29:41). Luke and John 
are different at this point only in that Luke also calls the tomb a 
"rock- hewn" tomb, and John calls it a "new" tomb. 
Further, in John 19:38 Joseph asks for the body in secret, 
but Mark 15:43 says Joseph "took courage" and went to Pilate to 
request the body. Mark seems to indicate that the action was in the 
open while John says it was in private. The secret nature of the 
request (John) is evidently unknown to Matthew who shows that the 
whereabouts of the tomb where Jesus was laid was known to the Roman 
guard and Jewish leaders.14 Along with this, the Synoptics make no 
mention of Joseph adding spices or ointments to the body during the 
preparation for burial. John alone introduces this thought along 
with the only mention of Nicodemus' helping Joseph prepare the body 
(John 19:39 -42). John is also by himself in his failure to mention 
the presence of the women at the burial of Jesus.15 Mark says Mary 
14Although this could possibly be inferred since Mary Magda- 
lene, a Galilean, seemed to know exactly where the tomb of Jesus was, 
even in the dark. Cf. John 20:1. 
15It is possible that since none of the Gospels indicate 
that 
the women watched the burial preparation, only the placing 
of the 
body in the tomb, that there is no contradiction in the 
double appli- 
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Magdalene and Mary the mother of Joses watched the burial. Matthew 
simply says it was Mary Magdalene and the "other Mary" while Luke 
says it was the women who came with Jesus from Galilee who watched. 
Besides the above differences in the burial stories, there 
are a few other problems which will be mentioned here and then later 
discussed. First, who supplied the anointing spices and ointments? 
Mark and Luke say that the women came to the tomb on the first day of 
the week to bring spices, but John says the spices and ointments were 
brought by Nicodemus before Jesus was laid in the tomb. Secondly, is 
not the careful burial preparation (Jn. 19:40; Mk. 15:46) inconsis- 
tent with the fact that haste had to be made due to the rapidly 
approaching Sabbath (Jn. 19:42; Lk. 23:54)? Thirdly, Bultmann 
believes that the women coming to the tomb to embalm the body of 
Jesus after two nights and a day would be impossible given the cli- 
mate of the Middle East.16 Fourthly, Bultmann contends that the 
burial of Jesus was complete and the women were obviously witnesses 
to this fact (Mk. 15:47); but if so, why did the women come to the 
cation of spices. It could well be that the body was adequately pre- 
pared by Joseph (and Nicodemus? Jn. 19:39); but the women, not know- 
ing this, came to complete what they thought was necessary to com- 
plege the burial rites --or simply to show respect. See this discussed 
in the following treatment of the burial problems. 
16Rudolf Bultmann, The History of the Synoptic Tradition, 
trans. by John Marsh, Oxford, 1968, p. 285. Willi Marxsen believes 
that Matthew deliberately altered Mark's text at this point because 
in reflection he knew that it was impossible to undertake the 
anointing of a body on the third day, ". . . for the process of 
mortification would have already begun. Consequently Matthew strikes 
out this feature of his copy /of Mark %. Willi Marxsen, The Resur- 
rection of Jesus of Nazareth,--trans.--by Margaret Kohl, London, 1970, 
p. 45. However, it is more probable that Matthew omitted the story 
about the spices because he already had stated that the tomb was 
sealed and had a guard posted (27:66). For Matthew the women prob- 
ably came to the tomb out of a simple devotion and not necessarily 
with the purpose of anointing the body of Jesus, though this is not 
definite. 
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tomb at all on the first day of the week ?17 Finally, the question 
arises, who buried Jesus? Although all four Evangelists agree that 
it was Joseph of Arimathea, a disciple of Jesus (Matt. 23:57), Acts 
13:29 seems to say that it was the enemies of Christ. 
Such are the kinds of questions and problems relating to the 
burial stories in the Gospels. The following discussion will be an 
attempt to bring some of the varying strands of testimony into a more 
consistent understanding of what really happened. It is quite possi- 
ble, however, that in discussing some of these problems that the 
several similarities in all of the Gospels will be overlooked. With 
regard to the burial of Jesus, the problems are not nearly so great 
as with the empty -tomb stories and especially with the appearances 
stories. What could be noted here and will be indicated frequently 
throughout this chapter are the several places where Luke and John 
agree with each other but not with Mark and Matthew, e.2., no mention 
of rolling the stone against the tomb, the use of a tomb "where no 
one had yet been placed," the linen clothes in the empty tomb, the 
presence of two angels, the location of the appearances in Jerusalem, 
and the mention of an ascension. Each similarity in itself conveys 
very little, but together the several similarities tend to suggest a 
common source used by both Luke and John in their Resurrection narra- 
tives which may or may not be as early as the Markan tradition. 
Since Luke was written earlier than John,18 and since John shows 
17Bultmann, loc. cit. Bultmann believes that this incon- 
sistency in Mark points to the secondary nature of the empty -tomb 
tradition in Mark and that this also indicates that 16:1 -8 was not 
constructed with the chronology in mind which controlled Mark. Ibid., 
p. 285n. 
18There seems to be little doubt about this among critical 
scholars. 
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little dependence upon Luke or similarity to him in his depiction of 
the appearances, it seems likely that they both had a common source. 
Apart from the material form of the appearances and their location, 
John and Luke are quite different, i.e., Luke's empty -tomb story, the 
disciples on the road to Emmaus, the appearance to the disciples, and 
his understanding of the Ascension are quite foreign to John. On the 
other hand, Luke, unlike John, has no major emphasis on the Holy 
Spirit (except a promise in Acts 1:8 and possibly Lk. 24:49) or the 
kind of Ascension which John portrays.19 It seems, therefore, that 
the similarities in Luke and John are due to a common source rather 
than dependence of one on the other. They evidently felt free to 
draw upon or make use of this source in a way which best fit their 
own purpose. 
Overall then, there appears to be a Markan tradition (Matthew 
showing dependence upon Mark) and a tradition common to both Luke and 
John, which may be equal in importance to the Markan tradition though 
not necessarily so. These traditions dominated the Resurrection 
narratives, though each Evangelist took the liberty to add to these 
traditions that which contributed to his own purposes; e.2., Matthew 
added the apologetic story of the guard at the tomb while Luke sup- 
plied the story of the disciples on the road to Emmaus. John also, 
showing his concern for a later generation of Christians, added the 
story of the special appearance to Thomas, etc. 
A Discussion of Some of the Problems 
The following discussion includes three of the more obvious 
discrepancies in the burial stories and some suggested solutions to a 
19This problem will be discussed under the appearances. 
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few of the more difficult problems mentioned above. 
Who provided the spices? Is there a discrepancy between John 
on the one hand, who says the spices were provided by Nicodemus, and 
Mark and Luke on the other, who say that the women brought the spices? 
It could be that the answer lies in the ignorance of the women on how 
the body was prepared for burial, they having only seen the burial 
itself, i.e., the laying of the body in the tomb. From there, it is 
a matter of whether much is to be made of the silence of John and 
Matthew about the women (or Mary in John) and the spices. Should it 
be assumed that in all four Gospels the purpose of the coming of the 
women (woman) to the tomb on the first day of the week was to anoint 
the body with spices? It would certainly be an argument from silence 
to do so, but in the final analysis it cannot be ruled out as will be 
shown later. 
Bultmann's assertion that Mark 15:46 indicates that the 
burial of Jesus was complete and needed nothing further20 does not 
take into consideration the possible ignorance of the women on the 
manner in which the body was prepared for burial. Along with this, 
his view does not allow that this act was simply one of devotion on 
the part of the women either. Because of the lateness of the day 
when Jesus was buried, they probably did not have time to pay their 
final respects of devotion and honor to their fallen Master. On the 
Day of Preparation (or Friday, Trapacxeup) there was only enough time 
to do the most necessary of obligations, and any further acts of 
devotion could be postponed until after the Sabbath. 
20Bultmann, loc. cit. 
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The elaborate burial procedures. Now, what about the pas- 
sages which indicate the elaborate wrapping of Jesus' body in burial 
clothes (a shroud) and the fact that the Sabbath was fast approaching 
and great haste was made? All four narratives point to the special 
wrapping of Jesus' body. Matthew (27:57), Mark (15:42), Luke (23: 
54), and John (19:42) all indicate that the Day of Preparation was 
almost over and the Sabbath was approaching and some haste was 
necessary. Perhaps Joseph L. Lilly has the answer to this problem. 
He points out that the Talmud in the treatise dealing with the Sab- 
bath rest permits all necessary steps for decent burial on the Sab- 
bath and that ". . . the duty of burying the dead was thus regarded 
as taking precedence over other laws whenever there should be a con - 
flict. "21 Since Deuteronomy 21:23 expressly states that the body of 
a condemned man could not hang upon a tree all night but had to be 
buried "the same day," there seems to be no contradiction on the 
elaborate nature of the burial story of Jesus which took place on a 
late Friday afternoon as the Sabbath was approaching. Also, the 
elaborate burial given to Jesus (Mark 15:46; John 19:39 -41) is not 
necessarily in conflict with the lateness of the Day of Preparation 
(or the beginning of the Sabbath) or the fact that he died a crimi- 
nal's death since ". . . they may make ready (on the Sabbath or on a 
feast day) all that is needful for the dead, and anoint it and wash 
it, provided they do not move any member of it. "22 Therefore, 
according to Lilly, everything necessary for a decent burial, includ- 
21Joseph L. Lilly, "Alleged Discrepancies in the Gospel 
Accounts of the Resurrection," Catholic Biblical Quarterly, 2:103 -4, 
1940. 
22Shab. 23:5 cited by Joachim Jeremias, Eucharistic Words of 
Jesus, trans. by A. Ehrhardt, New York, 1955, p. 76. 
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ing washing and anointing, was carried out before Jesus was placed in 
the tomb.23 For this reason Lilly says the Evangelists, who were 
familiar with Palestinian conditions and customs, could not have 
attributed to the women the intention of coming to embalm the body of 
Jesus three days after burial.24 
The intention of the women, Lilly claims, was in keeping with 
a Palestinian custom of visiting graves for three days after burial. 
This custom stemmed from the belief that the soul of the deceased 
remained in or near the body for three days.25 Lilly states that the 
bringing of spices and ointments for anointing as a Palestinian cus- 
tom is similar to the modern custom of bringing flowers or wreaths to 
the graveside of loved ones. He cites as proof one example from 
Josephus26 in which there were five hundred pounds of perfumes 
brought for the burial of Herod I which were used quite apart from 
those used to embalm the body.27 
It may be admitted, therefore, that Bultmann is right when he 
believes Mark 15:46 indicates that the burial of Jesus was complete; 
but it should be asked, do Mark 16:1 and Luke 24:1 indicate other- 
wise? If Lilly is correct, the act on the part of the women is one 
of devotion and respect for their beloved master, not one of comple- 
tion of the burial rites. It is possible that Nicodemus supplied all 
the necessary spices for the burial; and the women only intended to 
offer their spices and ointments out of love and devotion, not out of 
any sense of obligation to complete the burial rites. Clearly, this 
23Lilly, loc. cit. 24Ibid., p. 104. 25Ibid. 
26Josephus, Antiquities, XVII, viii, 3; Jewish Wars, I, 
xxiii, 9. 
27Lilly, op. cit., pp. 104 -5. 
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is all speculation and reading something into the text which may not 
be there; but it does pose the possibility of a harmony of the above 
questions. However, the question of why the women visited the tomb 
should not be one of great importance. Whether it was to anoint the 
body of Jesus (Mark and Luke) or just to visit the tomb (Matthew and 
John) is not vital information. Both motivations (or a number of 
them) are plausible; but the important fact is, as Bode puts it, "The 
women came and that is enough. "28 
Who buried Jesus? One of the more significant problems in 
the burial stories is the question of who buried Jesus. All four 
Gospels state quite clearly that it was Joseph of Arimathea; but Acts 
13:29 strangely attributes this act to the enemies of Jesus, the 
Jews. Hans Grass takes up the view that the Acts passage is pre - 
Lukan and is in fact an accurate portrayal of the burial of Jesus. 
He believes that the Joseph story is late and that Jesus was laid in 
a common grave without any special burial preparation, such as the 
Gospels indicate, because this is what was done to executed crimi- 
nals at that time.29 
Following Grass, R. H. Fuller also believes that Acts 13:29 
is an earlier tradition than the burial stories found in the Gos- 
pels.30 He believes that Jesus' body was removed from the cross by 
his enemies and placed in a common grave as was the custom in those 
days. This, he concludes, makes Mark 16:1 -8 more naturally an early 
28Edward Lynn Bode, The First Easter Morning. The Gospel 
Accounts of the Women's Visit to the Tomb of Jesus, Rome, 1970, p. 
173. 
29Hans Grass, Ostergeschehen und Osterberichte, G5ttingen, 
1962, pp. 179 -80. 
30Fuller, o. cit., pp. 54-6. 
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part of the Gospel tradition (contra Bultmann), and the burial 
stories of the Gospels can be explained as a subsequent addition to 
the original tradition the purpose of which was to prevent Jesus from 
suffering the final shame of an improper buria1.31 He argues that 
the Acts 13:29 passage is correct and that the story of the women 
coming to the tomb to complete the burial rites is quite in order 
since before then the body of Jesus had simply been disposed of by 
those who buried him. The burial story in the Gospels, then, is a 
legend begun by Mark to make the final act of hostility toward Jesus 
one of charity.32 Mark's statement that Joseph of Arimathea was a 
respected member of the council and one who was looking for the king- 
dom of God (15:43) was later developed in the Gospel tradition to the 
point where Joseph was called a "disciple" (Matt. 27:57). Fuller 
then concludes that it was the Markan burial story on which all of 
the Evangelists drew, and not the empty -tomb story which was at 
variance with the rest of the Resurrection narratives.33 
Fuller believes that the difference in the names of the women 
in the burial and empty -tomb stories can be attributed to later 
attempts to square the empty -tomb tradition with the names in the 
burial story. Originally, according to Fuller, there was only Mary 
Magdalene at the tomb (Jn. 20:1).34 Fuller also takes up Ulrich 
31Ibid. 32Ibid., pp. 54 -5. 
33Ibid. Fuller is arguing here against Bultmann's statement 
that, The story of the women on Easter morning is a quite secondary 
formulation which originally neither went with the preceding sections 
of Mark --for otherwise, after 15:40, 47 the women in 16:1 would not 
have been named again, and their intention to embalm the body does not 
agree with 15:46 where there is never so much as a thought that the 
burial was incomplete or provisional --nor, in my view, with the sup- 
posed end of Mark which must have recounted the appearance of Jesus 
in Galilee." Bultmann, op. cit., pp. 284 -5. 
34Fuller, loc. cit 
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Wilckens' thesis that when the disciples returned from Galilee after 
receiving their visions, they heard the report from Mary Magdalene 
about the empty tomb and were pleased with the story because it was 
in accord with their experience.35 Mary's report was then attached 
to the passion narrative as a vehicle for proclaiming the resurrec- 
tion of Jesus.36 
The major difficulty this writer has with Fuller and Grass at 
this point is their willingness to sacrifice the four -fold Gospel 
testimony concerning the burial of Jesus -- which, in spite of the 
several discrepancies, is remarkably harmonious --in favor of this 
interpretation of Acts 13:29. Even Bultmann who is generally quite 
skeptical about the Resurrection narratives finds little in the 
burial stories which point to a later legendary influence. Concern- 
ing the burial story in Mark, Bultmann writes: 
This is an historical account which creates no impression of 
being a legend apart from the women who appear again as witnesses 
in v. 47, and vv, 44, 45 which Matthew and Luke in all probabil- 
ity did not have in their Mark. It can hardly be shown that the 
section was devised with the Easter story in mind.37 
Gerald O'Collins contends that Luke used an unreliable source 
in the speech which was reportedly given by Paul in Acts 13, because 
in the witnesses to the Resurrection which are given in verse 31 
there is no mention of Paul. This passage, according to O'Collins, 
represents Paul: 
. . . not as appealing to his own encounter with the risen 
Christ but as relying exclusively on other witnesses to the 
resurrection! As Luke fails in this speech to portray accurately 
the historical Paul, we can hardly insist on the strict relia- 
bility of a vague remark about Jesus' buria1.38 
Rather than opt for one tradition over against another, F. F. Bruce 
35lbid. 36lbid. 37Bultmann, off. cit., p. 274. 
38Gerald O'Collins, The Easter Jesus, London, 1973, p. 39. 
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says that it is possible to work out a harmony of the two by allowing 
the enemies to remove the body from the cross, as seems possible from 
John 19:31, and yet to allow Joseph (and Nicodemus) at the same time 
to take care of the burial itself.39 This, however, does not seem to 
solve the problems, especially because Acts 13:29 has the enemies of 
Jesus not only taking him down from the cross, but also placing him 
in the tomb. Another explanation which cannot be accepted is that of 
Johannes Munck who calls the final clause of Acts 13:29 a passive 
construction! He writes, "A passive construction is used instead of 
the active 'they took him down' for the agent might be Romans, the 
Jews, or the disciples. "40 This he believes would allow for the dis- 
ciples taking care of the burial rather than Jesus' enemies. It must 
be countered, however, that in the clause in question the participle 
KaO05vTE5 and the verb éenKav are both in the active voice. It 
would be difficult to argue for a passive construction when there is 
nothing passive in the whole clause. What perhaps may be the correct 
way to view this problem, however, is to say with Bruce that 
KaOEA6vTEÇ and éenKav are "generalizing" plurals, i.e., that Luke 
does not specifically wish to say that the enemies of Jesus actually 
buried him.41 R. P. C. Hanson seems to go along with this in saying 
that Luke's representing of the Jews as burying Jesus is a result of 
his "condensed style" and not his deliberate intention.42 A point 
perhaps in favor of this view is that the author of Luke -Acts prob- 
p. 268. 
39F. F. Bruce, The Acts of the Apostles, Grand Rapids, 1968, 
40Johannes Munck, The Acts of the Apostles, Garden City, 
1967, p. 123. 
41Bruce, loc. cit. 
42R. P. C. Hanson, The Acts , Oxford, 1967, p. 143. 
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ably would not have Joseph perform the burial rites in one part of 
his work (Luke) and then be inconsistent with that in the second part 
of his work (Acts). Hans Conzelmann accepts the inconsistency, how- 
ever, and says that this "pre -Lukan" passage (Acts 13:29) was simply 
not adopted in his narrative of the burial story. He says that Luke 
. was not aware of the original meaning of this passage. "43 
Clearly there are a number of alternatives in trying to give 
a reason for the discrepancy between the Gospels and the Acts at this 
point. Because of the multiple attestation of the Gospels, this 
writer prefers to accept that account of the burial and Resurrection 
which states that the burial was performed by Joseph of Arimathea and 
yet allow with O'Collins for the possibility of a discrepancy in 
Luke's source for the Acts 13 passage, or for the possibility of 
Bruce's "generalizing" plurals in the clause in question. Whatever 
the explanation, this writer finds it difficult to call the very 
strong testimony of four Evangelists --they are more agreed on the 
burial of Jesus than on any other aspect of the Resurrection narra- 
tives--a late, as well as legendary, insertion into the Resurrection 
stories. 
Edward L. Bode along with Loisy (Marc) argues here that since 
Joseph did not hold any place in the remembrances in relation to the 
organization of the earliest community of Christians, he is to be 
regarded as something of an "outsider" and consequently not the kind 
of person who would have been drawn into an invented story.44 
Lloyd Geering, on the other hand, holds that because Arima- 
43Hans Conzelmann, The Theology of St. Luke, trans. by 
Geoffrey Buswell, London, 1960, pp. 88, 202. 
44Bode, óp. cit., p. 160n. 
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thea is not known as a place from any other source, it is an imagined 
site like the later Emmaus.45 "Joseph," he says, may have been used 
to personalize the unknown Jew who was presumed by Mark to have been 
responsible for the burial of Jesus. The name "Joseph" was possibly 
used ". . . because of the biblical tradition which told of the care 
with which Joseph, the patriarch, transported the body of his father 
all the way back to Machpelah for burial. "46 He concludes then that 
the form and content of Mark's burial story is no guarantee of its 
genuineness and that this "Joseph story" is a later addition. 
However, the location of Arimathea is not as unknown as 
Geering would have one believe, and certainly not as problematic as 
the whereabouts of Emmaus. Although it cannot be conclusively demon- 
strated, there does appear to be a willingness of many scholars to 
equate Apipaeafa5 (probably from the Hebrew b 4/1Z) In) with one of 
several places, and not to a figment of the imagination. It is 
possible to identify Arimathea with ÁppaeÉp Ee1416 (Ramathaim -zophim), 
the city of Elkanah and Samuel (I Sam. 1:1) near Diospolis in the 
district of Timnah. The LXX form of Ramathaim (7]Pjt 7 TI) is 
Appaeafp.47 Also, the virtual lack of any similarity between Joseph 
of Arimathea and the Joseph in Genesis 50:1 -14 make Geering's view 
far from convincing. 
For this writer the basic problem in identifying Joseph of 
Arimathea has to do with whether he was indeed a follower of Jesus 
45Lloyd Geering, Resurrection: A Symbol of Hope, London, 
1971, p. 47. 
46Ibid. 
47For other possibilities see K. W. Clark, "Arimathea," 
The Interpreter's Dictionary of the Bible, ed. by George Arthur 
Buttrick, New York, 1962, I, 219. 
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(Matt. 27:57 "a disciple "). Mark only mentions th.e fact that he was 
a respected member of th.e counci148 and "looking for the kingdom of 
God" (15:43). Matthew takes this to mean that he was a disciple, and 
Luke understands that Joseph was a "good and righteous man" as well 
as one who "was looking for the kingdom of God" (23:51). If this is 
true, however, it is a wonder why the women did not participate in 
the burial mentioned in all four Gospels as taking place under the 
direction of Joseph of Arimathea. In the Synoptics they are obser- 
vers, but one would gather that it was from a distance. If Joseph 
were in fact not a follower of Jesus but a respected member of "the 
council" who was anxious to do what was right, then the Acts 13:29 
passage may not be far from right, i.e., that the burial was per- 
formed by the enemies of Christ. The problem here of course is that 
if Joseph were not a follower of Jesus, then why would he have pro- 
vided such an expensive burial place for him? John also calls 
Joseph a "disciple" of Jesus and includes another disciple (by infer- 
ence), Nicodemus, in the burial story. Along with this, it is doubt- 
ful whether the Evangelists --at this stage in the Church's develop- 
ment-- separated a disciple of Jesus from one who was looking forward 
to the kingdom of God. Such an assertion, however, would be diffi- 
cult to prove. 
In conclusion, therefore, Joseph of Arimathea was probably a 
disciple of Jesus and was responsible for his burial. The four -fold 
testimony to this in the Gospels far outweighs the problematic asser- 
tion of Acts 13:29 and the accuracy of the source /s behind this Acts 
speech and /or the most obvious interpretation of it- -i.e., the ene- 
clear. 
48Presumably the town council of Jerusalem, but this is not 
253 
mies buried Jesus --must be held in question. 
In closing, it should be added that the above suggested 
solutions to the various problems of harmony are simply offered as 
possibilities, and they are not to be taken as dogmatic assertions. 
Also, in spite of the several variations in the accounts of the 
burial story, there is at least one basic message in all of them, 
including the Acts 13 speech, to wit, that Jesus of Nazareth who died 
on a cross was buried in a tomb. In the next two sections it will be 
shown that in spite of the various differences in the narratives, all 
of the Evangelists agree that this Jesus who was placed in a tomb was 
also raised from that tomb to life. 
III. THE EMPTY TOMB TRADITION 
A Discussion of Some of the Discrepancies 
It is quite common among scholars to point to the various 
problems in the empty -tomb tradition as evidence that the story is a 
later addition to the Resurrection narratives in the development of 
the Gospel tradition.49 In this section the kinds of problems or 
discrepancies will be listed with little comment and with the purpose 
of getting an overall survey or synopsis of the various empty -tomb 
descriptions. Some of the more serious discrepancies will be dis- 
cussed in some detail, but many of the others will only receive pass- 
ing notice. The second section will focus on the consistencies in 
the empty -tomb traditions and other important questions. 
The following problems will be listed in a numerical order 
490f. William Lillie's observation of this tendency in his 
essay, "The Empty Tomb and the Resurrection," Historicity and Chron- 
ology in the New Testament, ed. by M. C. Perry, London, 1965, VI, 
126. 
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which will correspond to a large extent to the basic chronological 
sequence in the narratives themselves. 
1. The time of the discovery of the empty tomb. Although 
all four Gospels indicate that the day of the women's (or Mary's) 
discovery was early on the first day of the week, the actual time of 
the morning seems to vary. In Mark the discovery came "when the sun 
had risen" (16:2); in John it was "while it was still dark" (10:1); 
Matthew says "toward the dawn of the first day" (28:1); and Luke says 
"at early dawn" (24:1). Clearly, there is a strong difference 
between Mark and John ( "the sun had risen" vs. "while it was still 
dark "), but Matthew and Luke are quite close to each other. It also 
appears that Matthew and Luke are closer to John than to Mark at this 
point, and it is doubtful whether many problems would have been 
raised if John were more like Mark or vice versa. Matthew and Luke 
could probably be made to agree with either John or Mark. 
Joseph Lilly offers two explanations for the difference 
between Mark and John. First, he says it is possible that while the 
women were on their way to the tomb they needed to purchase the 
spices. Mary Magdalene left this task to the other women and went to 
the tomb by herself, and the others came later "when the sun had 
risen" to join her.50 His second explanation is derived from a 
possible translation of epXETat TFpwk QKOTfaÿ ÉT1 o&Ons in John 20:1. 
If Mary "is on her way before daylight," the emphasis of the passage 
here then is on the beginning of the journey to the tomb which was 
"while it was dark." Lilly's first explanation is quite foreign to 
Mark who writes that the women (i.e., note the plural, épXovTat) went 
50Lilly, 22: cit., pp. 106-7. 
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to the tomb when the sun had risen. Mark makes no room for a separa- 
tion of the women. Lilly's second explanation, emphasizing the pre- 
sent tense of épXovTai (John 20:1), fails to consider that such a 
literal translation, even if possible in this context, would demand 
that he translate Mark 16:2 épXovTai with the same present force. If 
this were done, Mark's women would begin their trip "when the sun had 
risen" and Mary in John would begin her journey "while it was still 
dark." Such explanations are not convincing. 
J. Jeremias has observed that in Mark when two references to 
time are given, where one of the references appears to be unnecessary, 
there seems to be a rule that the second is further intended to 
explain the former. In Mark 16:2 the "very early" (afav Trpwi) could 
be before the sun rose or afterwards, but the "when the sun had 
risen" is intended to clarify more carefully the "very early. "51 If 
this is correct, A. G. Hebert's theological explanation that "very 
early" refers to the time, but "when the sun had risen" refers to 
Jesus himself, is even less plausible than it is fanciful.52 Whether 
it is possible on the other hand to consider "darkness" as a theolog- 
ical concept in John is uncertain. Raymond Brown suggests that 
"darkness" is appropriate for John because the empty tomb to Mary 
meant that someone had stolen the body of Jesus.53 Although John 
frequently uses signs or themes in his Gospel to point to the work of 
Christ in progression or finished, it cannot be argued convincingly 
51Jeremias, 9E. cit., pp. 17 -8. Cf. 1:32, 35; 4:35; 10:30; 
13:24; 14:12, etc. 
52A. Gabriel Hebert, "The Resurrection -Narrative in St. 
Mark's Gospel," Scottish Journal of Theology, 15:66 -ff., March, 1962. 
53Raymond E. Brown, The Gospel According to John, New York, 
1970, p. 981. 
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that anything other than a time factor is indicated by John's "while 
it was still dark. "54 
What remains to be said here is that there appears to be no 
way to fix definitively the time factor relating to the discovery of 
the empty tomb. All of the Evangelists, however, are agreed that it 
took place early in the morning on the first day of the week, i.e., 
Sunday.55 
2. The number and names of the women coming to the tomb. In 
a simple comparison of the four Gospels, it is plain to see that the 
Evangelists disagree on who came to the tomb on the first Easter 
morning. Mark says it was three women who made the journey to the 
tomb: Mary Magdalene, Mary the mother of James, and Salome (16:1). 
Matthew, however, only mentions Mary Magdalene and "the other Mary" 
as going to the tomb (28:1), while Luke says it was Mary Magdalene, 
Joanna, and Mary the mother of James as well as "the other women with 
them" (24:10).56 John mentions but one name, Mary Magdalene (20:1), 
in his version of the empty -tomb story; but, while there is no direct 
mention of any other women present, the oidauev (v. 2) has been used 
54John's frequent use of the term "light" (cws) in reference 
to Christ (e.e., 8:12; 9:5; 12:35), or "darkness" (aKOTfa) in con- 
trast to the "Light" (e.e., 1:5 3:19; 12:35, where "darkness" is 
clearly unrighteousness or evil), bears no parallel to John's use of 
aKOTfa in 20:1. 
55Both Mark and John use the term lrpwï, which at the least 
means "early," though it is not definite how early. Luke's ópepov 
ßaeéw , (24:1) means simply "at early dawn," and although Matthew's 
órÈ dé Gaß36Twv (28:1) is a difficult expression due to the repeti- 
tion of the QaßßáTwv (v. 1) --it is unlikely that it refers to "late 
on the Sabbath," especially because of the ,- (f,woKOúQ;I (the "break of 
dawn" or "nearing of dawn "), it is more likely that Matthew also 
intends the discovery to be early on the first day of the week 
near 
dawn. 
56In Luke 23:55 these women are simply called 
those who 
accompanied Jesus to Jerusalem from Galilee. 
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by some scholars to bring John in line with the other Evangelists.57 
Jeremias, on the other hand, believes that the first person plural of 
verse 2 is the influence of Galilean Aramaic in which the substitu- 
tion of the "we" for "I" (oisauev for oTsa) is idiomatic.58 He points 
to the return to the singular o'Sa (v. 13) instead of the plural as 
evidence for this view. He also suggests that the presence of 
oïsauev could be the result of some Synoptic influence on John.59 
Bultmann, who calls John 20:2 an "editorial connective" for the pur- 
pose of joining of verses 1, 11 -ff. with verses 3 -10, says with 
Jeremias that the "we" of verse 2 is a Semitic way of speaking with 
Greek analogues and is not a genuine plura1.60 Raymond Brown dis- 
agrees with Bultmann and Jeremias here because according to him they 
do not explain adequately the switch back to oTda in verse 13. If 
the "we" was used for the first person singular, he asks, why does 
the singular appear in verse 13 ?61 Brown believes it is probable 
that the "we" (vs. 2) is a reference to the other women who were pre- 
sent with Mary at the tomb.ó2 Whether or not others were present 
with Mary Magdalene, however, is still a matter of debate. Eduard 
Schweizer says that the Church's tendency to expand its traditions 
leads him to the conclusion that John's empty -tomb story is the 
57Lí 
l ly, 92. ci t. , p. 105. 
58Jeremias, 
off. cit., pp. 304 -5n. 
59Ibid. C. K. Barrett also believes the otsagev is an exam- 
ple of Synoptic influence upon John, but is careful to mention that 
this word itself does not stem from that tradition. He admits, how- 
ever, that no such report of the "stolen" body exists in the Synoptic 
tradition. Cf. C. K. Barrett, The Gospel According to St. John, Lon- 
don, 1967, p. 468. 
60Rudolf Bultmann, The Gospel of John, ed. by G. R. Beasley - 
Murray, trans. by G. R. Beasley- Murray, R. W. N. Hoare, and J. K. 
Riches, Philadelphia, 1971, p. 684. 
61Brown, óp. cit., p. 984. 62Ibid. 
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earliest one especially because Mary Magdalene alone is common to all 
the Evangelists and she alone, according to John, was at the tomb 
first.63 He reasons that if this story were a late fabrication to 
prove the reality of the resurrection of the body, there would have 
been more witnesses on hand to testify to that fact.64 
At any rate, it is obvious that John wishes to spotlight Mary 
Magdalene in his empty -tomb story. If there were other women pre- 
sent, John only pays a passing reference to them (i.e., oJtsauev). It 
is puzzling why Matthew, who certainly drew upon Mark, omitted Salome 
from his list of women. All three of the Synoptic accounts mention 
two Marys (i.e., Mary Magdalene and Mary the mother of James --or the 
"other Mary," cf. Matt. 28:1), but only Mark mentions "Salome" (16: 
1) and only Luke mentions "Joanna" (24:10). Luke's "other women with 
them" may be in some sense parallel to John's "we" (20:2), but one 
could not be dogmatic here. If Schweizer's view on the "expanding 
tendency" in the early Church is to be followed- -i.e., going from 
John's Mary Magdalene to Mark's Mary Magdalene, Mary the mother of 
James and Salome, then why is it that Matthew has fewer names than 
Mark in his narrative of the story? Surely Matthew was written after 
Mark, and Matthew has more of an apologetic "tendency" than does 
Mark! 
It seems as though the way through the list of names is 
either to admit with R. H. Fuller, E. Schweizer, and others that only 
Mary Magdalene was present, and the Synoptic Gospels expanded this 
63Eduard Schweizer, Jesus, trans. by David E. Green, London, 
1968, p. 48. 
64lbid. Schweizer also believes that this tradition is prob- 
ably true because Jesus' resurrection could hardly have been pro- 
claimed in Jerusalem if people still knew of a tomb containing Jesus' 
body. Ibid. 
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tradition to fit their own apologetic needs; or, to consider the 
possibility that several other women beside Mary Magdalene were pre- 
sent at the tomb on the first Easter, and each Evangelist took the 
freedom to mention the name /s he did either out of loyalty to a par- 
ticular tradition which he chose from among others or from personal 
preference. In either case, it is doubtful whether the women them- 
selves would have been called upon for apologetic purposes since the 
supporting testimony of women would certainly be suspect in such an 
important matter. 65 It seems more likely that there were several 
women at the tomb but that Mary Magdalene was the leading figure, 
hence her priority in all the accounts. Perhaps all that should be 
generally agreed upon at this point is that the empty tomb was dis- 
covered not by the "twelve," but by the women who accompanied Jesus 
from Galilee. The story then was first reported by the women and 
subsequently confirmed by the disciples (Peter according to Lk. 24: 
12; but Peter and the "Beloved Disciple" according to Jn. 20:3 -ff.). 
Adding to the above discussion, Bultmann has argued that the 
discrepancies in the empty -tomb stories, especially in the Gospel of 
Mark on which the other Evangelists depend, indicate the lateness of 
that tradition.66 He cites as evidence for this the cumbersome repe- 
tition of the women's names in Mark 16:1 (cf. 15:40, 47).67 This 
65Bode, op. cit., p. 169. Bode sees the development of the 
tradition in the addition of the angelic appearance at the tomb 
because the Jewish polemic against the resurrection of Jesus needed 
more support than that of a report by some women. He concludes that 
the angelic appearances are separate from and secondary to the his- 
torical nucleus of the empty -tomb narrative. Ibid., pp. 168 -70. 
66Bultmann, The History of the Synoptic Tradition, op. cit., 
p. 285n. 
67Ibid. 
J. Jeremias agrees with Bultmann at this point. 
See 
his New Testament Theology, trans. by John Bowden, London, 1971, I, 
304. O'Collins believes that the repetition of the names is 
a clear 
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repetition of the women's names, however, does not necessarily indi- 
cate a new or secondary tradition being introduced into Mark's gospel. 
In 15:40 those women accompanying Mary Magdalene were Mary the mother 
of James the younger and of Joses, and Salome. In 15:47 it was only 
Mary Magdalene and Mary the mother of Joses who saw the burial. In 
16:1, however, Mark says that all three of the women (15:40) went to 
anoint Jesus' body rather than just the two women who saw Jesus 
buried the Friday before. That Mary the mother of James and Joses is 
mentioned as only the mother of Joses in 15:47 but of James in 16:1 
probably should not be a cause for concern since it is clear from 
15:40 that the same Mary is in mind in both places. Perhaps the 
names are reintroduced in 16:1 because Salome, who did not see the 
burial (15:47), joined the two Marys for the subsequent anointing; 
and Mark simply wanted to express her devotion along with the other 
two women. This is admittedly a rather rigid following of the text 
and not necessarily a correct understanding of it, but it may be that 
it will open up other possibilities for understanding the duplication 
of names. 
3. The problem of opening the tomb. Bultmann believes that 
a good indication of the secondary nature of the empty -tomb tradition 
in Mark 16:1 -8 --on which the other Evangelists rely --is the failure 
of the women to consider ahead of time how they would open the 
tomb.68 
indication of an editorial hand involved in Mark 16:1 -8 in an effort 
to link the passion and burial of Jesus to the Resurrection narra- 
tives. He also adds 16:7 as another attempt to do the same thing. 
Cf. O'Collins, op. cit., p. 21. See his p. 40 for those elements in 
16:1 -8 which he believes are late additions to the passage. 
68Cf. 16:3. Bultmann, loc. cit. 
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It is only in Mark 16:3 that the women are worried about the 
opening of the tomb for the purpose of anointing the body of Jesus. 
Matthew only says that the women went to see the sepulchre where 
Jesus was placed, and there is no mention of spices (28:1).69 Luke 
states simply that the women brought spices to the tomb, and they 
found the stone rolled away from before it (24:2). John, like 
Matthew and Luke, has no mention of the difficulty of moving a stone. 
This problem does not seem to this writer at least to be a 
very great one. Both Mark 15:46 and Matthew 27:60 indicate that 
Joseph of Arimathea himself closed the tomb by rolling the stone 
against it. Add to this the fact that since one man closed the tomb, 
it would be possible for one man to have opened it. In John 20:15 
when Jesus appears to Mary, she supposes him to be a gardener! Is it 
possible that there would be someone in the vacinity of the tomb upon 
whom the women could have prevailed to open the tomb? It may well be 
that the anxious hope of the women to visit the tomb was strong 
enough that they would begin their journey to the tomb in hopes of 
finding someone to open it for them. Also, it must be remembered 
that these women were from Galilee (Luke 23:55) and not from Jerusa- 
lem. Because of this fact they probably had few friends in Jerusalem 
on whom they could call for help except for the disciples who had 
fled and forsaken Jesus in his hour of trial. In such circumstances 
it is quite possible that the only chance of receiving help would 
have been somewhere in the neighborhood of the tomb itself either 
from a gardener or from someone else in that area. Mark 16:3 cer- 
69C. F. Evans notes that according to Matthew the guard 
had 
sealed the tomb, and the women therefore came only to visit the 
tomb, 
not to anoint the body. C. F. Evans, Resurrection and the New 
Testa- 
ment, London, 1970, p. 82. 
262 
tainly leads one to allow for this possibility. 
4. The opening of the tomb. Along with the above question, 
there is the problem concerning the opening of the tomb. Mark 16:4 
says that the tombstone was already rolled back when the women 
arrived. This is followed by Luke who says that the women "found the 
stone rolled away from the tomb" (24:2) and John who claims that Mary 
"saw that the stone had been taken away from the tomb" (20:1). These 
three reports claim that the tomb was already opened when the women 
arrived; but Matthew, on the other hand, reports that the women --and 
the guards! (28:4) -- actually saw an "angel of the Lord" descend from 
heaven and roll back the stone (28:2). Added to this, there is "a 
great earthquake" (v. 2) which precedes that event. How can such 
strong differences between Matthew and the other Evangelists be 
accounted for? It may be possible to understand Matthew's descrip- 
tion of the opening of the tomb as an attempt to include the guard as 
a witness to the resurrection of Jesus thereby strengthening the 
women's testimony to this event. That certainly appears to be a part 
of the plan of Matthew in dispelling the Jewish polemic against the 
Resurrection (28:4, 11 -15), but perhaps a closer look at Matthew's 
narrative will find another motive for his description. 
Perhaps the key to understanding Matthew's intentions can be 
found in his reference to the "great earthquake." In the Old Testa- 
ment the earthquake is a mark of Yahweh's presence for revelation 
(Exodus 19:18) or for destructive judgment (Isa. 29:6).70 Elsewhere 
in the New Testament earthquakes are among the catastrophic phenomena 
70L. E. Toombs, "Earthquake," The Interpreter's Dictionary of 
the Bible, ed. by George Arthur Buttrick, New York, 1962, II, 4. 
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of the last days.71 It seems possible therefore that the earthquake, 
not found in the other Gospels, is meant to emphasize the revelatory 
and apocalyptic nature of this event. The description of the "angel 
of the Lord" (28:2 -3) and the results of his activity (v. 4) are 
almost direct parallels --aside from the earthquake --to Daniel 10:5 -7. 
This can be seen (1) in the "appearance like lightning" (v. 3, cf. 
Dan. 10:6) and (2) the fear of those present (v. 4, cf. Dan. 10:7) 
and (3) the admonition not to fear (v. 5, cf. Dan. 10:12). Daniel 
10:2 -21 is clearly an apocalyptic passage speaking about the activity 
of Yahweh in the oncoming history. Added to the suggestion about the 
earthquake phenomenon, it should be recalled that at the death of 
Jesus all of the Synoptic Evangelists record accompanying physical 
(miraculous) phenomena. All three mention the tearing of the temple 
curtain (Mk. 15:38; Matt. 27:51; Lk. 23:45), but along with this 
Matthew mentions an earthquake (27:51, 54) and the unusual resurrec- 
tion of the bodies of many saints (v. 52). This latter phenomenon is 
probably intended to indicate that an eschatological event is taking 
place since earthquakes and the resurrection were both viewed as 
eschatological or apocalyptic phenomena. Matthew is evidently con- 
fident that he is viewing the dawn of a new age.72 
It is therefore this writer's view that Matthew is not pri- 
marily trying to set forth some supernatural phenomena for apologetic 
purposes; but he is trying to indicate the significance of the events 
he is describing, i.e., with the death and resurrection of Jesus a 
new age has begun. This understanding of the dawning of a new age 
then has dominated Matthew's empty -tomb story as well as his appear- 
71Ibid. See especially Mt. 24:7; Mk. 13:8; Lk. 21:11. 
72Jeremias agrees on this point. Cf. 2.. cit., pp. 309 -10. 
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ance stories.73 
5. The women entering the tomb. In the Synoptic Gospels the 
women all enter the tomb when they see that it is open.74 John, how- 
ever, states strangely that Mary Magdalene saw that the stone had 
been rolled away and then ran to tell Peter and the "other disciple" 
(presumably John) that the body was missing (v. 2). At this point 
she only sees the stone rolled away but can tell the disciples that 
the body had been taken. Not until verse 11 does Mary stoop to look 
into the tomb, and this is after Peter and the "other disciple" have 
entered (v. 3 -10). As was noted previously, Bultmann believes that 
verse 2 is simply a connective joining two different stories. The 
story of Mary goes from verse 1 to verse 11 with another story about 
Peter and the "other disciple" sandwiched in the middle of the story 
about Mary.75 
It may well be that the difference in John's story and the 
Synoptics lies in John's knowledge of the priority of Peter. John, 
seeking to preserve the priority of Peter in his narrative, prevents 
Mary from entering the tomb until after Peter had done so. This is 
supported by the unusual waiting of the "beloved disciple" until 
after Peter had entered the tomb (v. 5, 8). R. H. Fuller prefers 
this interpretation of John's motive here.76 On the other hand, 
73J. Jeremias points out that the passage in 28:18 -20 is not 
unlike Daniel 7:13 -15 which speaks of the kingdom and dominion of the 
Son of Man. Jeremias concludes from Matt. 28:18 that Matthew means 
. that the prophecy that the Son of man would be enthroned as 
ruler of the world was fulfilled in the resurrection." Ibid., p. 310. 
74Cf. Mk. 16:4 and Matt. 28:6. This is also understood 
by 
the angel's invitation to "Come, see where he lay," Lk. 
24:3. 
75See Chapter IV, pp. 136 -8. 76Fuller, 2E. cit., p. 
135. 
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Mary's entering the tomb at her first visit could have been assumed 
by John without his expressly stating so because otherwise it makes 
Mary's comment about the missing body (v. 2) difficult to follow. 
How else would she know without entering? But, it may be asked, if 
she went in or had even stopped to look in at her first visit to the 
tomb (v. 1), then why did she not see the grave clothes (vv. 6 -7) ?77 
6. The purchasing of the spices. Because this problem has 
been discussed to some degree already in the previous section, only 
the differences between Mark and Luke will be mentioned here.78 
Neither Matthew nor John mention the women bringing spices to the 
tomb of Jesus. John mentions that the spices and ointments were pre- 
pared by Nicodemus but not by Mary. Both Luke and Mark refer to the 
women bringing spices to the tomb, but there is a difference in the 
time when the spices were obtained. Mark 16:1 -2 states that after 
the Sabbath past (slayEVOpÉVOU TOU aaßßaToO) the women bought 
77It may also be asked why she did not see the grave clothes 
when she looked into the tomb in v. 11. She sees only the angels who 
fail to communicate anything significant to her. Cf. Brown, op. cit., 
p. 995. Bultmann may be correct in recognizing two different empty - 
tomb stories in John 20:1 -18, and it is possible that the many diffi- 
culties in this passage can be understood better by recognizing the 
rough composite nature of this section of John's Resurrection narra- 
tive. R. Brown has correctly noted that these problems are: (a) 
Mary comes to the tomb alone in v. 1 but speaks as "we" in v. 2; (b) 
she states that the body was stolen (v. 2), but failed to look into 
the tomb until v. 11; (c) the frequent duplication in the story about 
Peter and the Beloved Disciple, e.j., two "to" phrases in v. 2, a 
repetition in what was seen in v 5 and v. 6; (d) the belief of the 
Beloved Disciple has no äffect on Mary or anyone else (v. 19); (e) it 
is not clear how or when Mary returned to the tomb in v. 11; (f) why 
does Mary see angels and not grave clothes in v. 12? (g) v. 13 
reveals nothing about the fate of Jesus or anything else for that 
matter; (h) Mary is said to have turned to Jesus two times (vv. 14, 
16). Cf. Brown, loc. cit. 
78See related discussion in the section on the burial story, 
PPi'1)( 
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spices, and quite early on the first day of the week they came to the 
tomb. It is possible that the spices were purchased on Saturday 
night according to this passage, but it is also a possibility that 
this purchase was made early on Sunday morning. It appears from 
verse 2, however, that a subsequent time, i.e., "early on the first 
day of the week," is being indicated. Luke, on the other hand, says 
that the women prepared the spices (on Friday), then rested on the 
Sabbath (23:56); then on the first day of the week they took the 
spices they had prepared with them to the tomb (24:1). The differ- 
ence between Mark and Luke on the time of the purchase (Mk. 16:1) or 
preparation of the spices (Lk. 23:56; 24:1), then, is at least one 
full day. 
The difficulty in resolving this time element could be over- 
come if one is prepared to say that Luke did not intend his mention- 
ing of the women resting on the Sabbath to be understood as occurring 
after the preparation of the spices. If this is correct, then the 
rest on the Sabbath (23:56b) is to be understood as a quick after- 
thought, i.e., the women returned and later prepared spices though 
they did rest on the Sabbath, and (Kaf) then went to the tomb on the 
first day of the week (24:1). This line of reasoning, however, is 
very brittle and requires a number of "if's," especially regarding 
the separation of a day between the return of the women and their 
preparation of the spices. 
7. The angels in the empty -tomb stories. There are several 
differences between the four Evangelists regarding the angels attend- 
ing the empty tomb. First, how many angels were involved? Mark says 
267 
quite clearly that there was only one angel (16:5),79 and Matthew 
agrees here (28:2). Luke, however, says that there were "two men 
. in dazzling apparel" who appeared to the women. John again is 
in agreement with Luke at this point (Jn. 20:12). Why then is there 
this difference on the number of the attending angels between Mark 
and Matthew on the one hand and Luke and John on the other? 
It is interesting to note, as has van Daalen, that the iden- 
tical words "Behold two men" are found in the story of the trans- 
figuration in Luke 9:30 (but not in Mark 9:4) and in the Ascension 
story of Acts 1:10.80 He rightly asks whether Luke is trying to 
connect Moses and Elijah (9:30) with these three events (the trans- 
figuration, the Resurrection and the Ascension).81 Or, it may be 
asked, is this use of the number two a tradition that Luke used which 
is similar to the one used by John (20:12)? As was mentioned above, 
such parallels between Luke and John are not necessarily insignifi- 
79vsavfaKov is the word used, literally "a young man;" but 
the description of him leaves little doubt that an angel was inten- 
ded. He is wearing a white robe, the dress generally used to indi- 
cate the glory of the wearer in the New Testament. Cf. Mark 9:3; 
Luke 9:29 compare 24:4; John 20:12; Acts 1:10. In Revelation 3:18; 
4:4; 6:11; 7:9, 14; and especially 19:8, 14, white clothing refers 
to various inhabitants of heaven. It is clear therefore that Mark is 
referring to an angel since angelic apparel is spoken of as white 
robes elsewhere in the New Testament. Also, in Luke 24:4 the two men 
"in dazzling apparel" are understood to be angels in 24:23. There is 
little doubt then that Mark understood the young man "dressed in a 
white robe" (16:5) to be an angel. Along with this it would be dif- 
ficult to explain why the women were amazed (v. 5b) if the "young 
man" were in fact only a young man. 
80D. H. van Daalen, The Real Resurrection, London, 1972, p. 
22. 
81Ibid. Another interesting parallel is that in each of 
these references the two men "stood by," i.e., in Luke 9:30 they 
stood by Jesus (the word is the perfect participle of 6uvaYTnul), in 
Luke 24:4 they stood by the women (the word is the Aor. Ind. of 
ég6Tnul), and in Acts 1:10 they stood by the apostles (the word is 
the pluperfect of Trapí6Tnul). Such similarities should not be easily 
dismissed as unintentional or insignificant trivia. 
268 
cant.82 Another possibility is that Luke usually has two witnesses 
at major events, e.a., Simon and Anna (2:25 -28); Herod and Pilate 
witnessing the innocence of Jesus (23:1 -25); two men attending the 
transfiguration (9:30 -34); "two men" attending the empty tomb (24:4); 
two men on the road to Emmaus (24:13 -32); the sending out of the dis- 
ciples two by two (10:1), passim.83 Elsewhere Luke uses the number 
forty (Lk. 4:2; Acts 1:3) in a special way to indicate something per- 
haps beyond the number itself.84 The number two is one of the most 
commonly used numbers in the Gospels; and, along with the number 
seven, it is one of the most popular numbers in the New Testament. 
Luke (Luke -Acts) refers to it more than any other writer in the New 
Testament though it is quite common in the Gospels. It is difficult 
to find a consistent use of the number, but it is found frequently 
in Jesus' parables or in pronouncements. 
William Lillie may be correct when he suggests that ori- 
ginally only one angel was mentioned but that Luke and John, perhaps 
following a tradition also followed in the Ascension of Isaiah where 
two angels (Michael and Gabriel) are identified, may have introduced 
the second angel because the Jews were accustomed to the idea of 
angels participating in a resurrection.85 
82See above p. 241. 
83Van Daalen, loc. cit. As noted previously, Bultmann 
believes that the number "two," a common number in ancient folklore, 
indicates the basic character of the writing in this passage. See 
Chapter IV, p. 128. 
84Hugh Anderson suggests that there may be a "theological" 
reason behind the apparent discrepancy between the length of Jesus' 
appearances on earth. Cf. "The Easter Witness of the Evangelists," 
The New Testament in Historical and Contemporary Perspective, ed. by 
Hugh Anderson and William Barclay, Oxford, 1965, p. 49. See discus- 
sion below on Ascension, Chapter VII, pp. 324 -5. 
85Lillie, loc. cit. See Appendix for a lengthy quote from 
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Whether there is some special significance to be attributed 
to the number two is a matter of debate; and certainly if there is, 
one can find no consensus of opinion on what the number refers to. 
However, the frequency of the number in Luke may be a strong indica- 
tion of some "theological" significance intended which is not pre- 
sented in Mark or Matthew, but also found in John. For this writer, 
the parallels between Luke and John here and elsewhere are signifi- 
cant and possibly point to a source earlier than that used by Mark. 
Both Luke and John mention two angels, but Luke attributes to them an 
interpretive role while John, on the other hand, does not give them 
any essential role in the empty -tomb story except that the angels, by 
their presence, may indicate the significance of the Resurrection. 
What is also strange is the lack of surprise or amazement in Mary 
when she encountered the angels (20:12 -13). In Matthew there is 
fear and joy expressed (28:5); in Mark there is amazement and fear 
(16:6, 8); and in Luke there is fear (24:5); but in John, Mary has 
neither amazement nor fear at the sight of the angels (20:12 -14)! 
Evidently John is willing to subdue the importance of the angels, but 
their presence in his source /s was probably too strong or dominant 
for him to dismiss them altogether. At any rate, it is quite possi- 
ble that Luke and John both depend upon a common tradition for their 
information on the number of angels present at the tomb. 
Secondly, there is the difference in the location of the 
angels. Mark's angel was inside sitting on "the right side" evi- 
dently of where Jesus' body was placed (16:5). Matthew's angel 
descended from heaven, rolled back the stone from before the tomb, 
and sat down outside on the stone (28:2). Luke's angels are inside 
Kirsop Lake in support of this view. 
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and standing (24:4), but John's angels are inside sitting "where the 
body of Jesus had lain, one at the head and one at the foot" (20:12). 
Thirdly, the initial comments of the angels have interesting 
parallels. In Mark the angel tells the women, "Do not be amazed; you 
seek Jesus of Nazareth, who was crucified: (16:6). Matthew is quite 
similar, "Do not be afraid; for I know that you seek Jesus who was 
crucified" (28:5). Luke's angels, on the other hand, say nothing to 
dispel the fear of the women (24:5); but they ask, "Why do you seek 
the living among the dead ?" (24:5). John's angels simply ask Mary, 
"Woman, why are you weeping ?" (20:13); and the question about seeking 
Jesus, unlike the Synoptic Gospels, is left for Jesus himself to ask. 
Jesus combines the same question of the angels with a question simi- 
lar to the angelic statement in the Synoptics and asks, "Woman, why 
are you weeping? Whom do you seek ?" (20:15). Only in John does the 
initial revelation about the emptiness of the tomb come from Jesus 
himself. In the Synoptics the angel /s all state the message that 
Jesus is risen, i.e, "He has risen; he is not here" (Mk. 16:6); "He 
is not here; for he has risen, as he said" (Matt. 28:6); "He is not 
here, but he has been raised" (iiÉpen, Lk. 24:6).86 
Fourthly, the further message of the angels shows several 
interesting discrepancies. In Mark the angel bids the women to look 
86This writer rejects the Westcott -Hort theory of "Western 
non -interpolations" preserved in D. The evidence of p75, ti BC3KL is 
too strong of a witness to be rejected on a theory that a longer text 
always indicates the perverted text. The recognized superiority of 
the Neutral text cannot be dismissed in favor of a universally 
acknowledged perverted text (D) because that text is shorter at 
points. Cf. Kurt Aland's convincing arguments against Westcott and 
Hort's view of the "Western non -interpolations" in his "The Signifi- 
cance of the Papri for Progress in New Testament Research," The 
Bible in Modern Scholarship, ed. by J. Philip Hyatt, Nashville, 1965, 
p. 334; and Bruce M. Metzger's comment in his A Textual Commentary on 
the Greek New Testament, London, 1971, pp. 183 -4, 191 -3. 
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at the location where Jesus was placed (v. 6).87 In Matthew 28:6 the 
angel bids the women to "Come and see the place where he lay," indi- 
cating they had not yet entered the tomb, but were invited to do so. 
Along with this, Mark's angel then tells the women to tell the disci- 
ples and Peter that "he is going before you to Galilee; there you 
will see him, as he told you" (16:7). Matthew's version of the 
angelic command is somewhat more expanded than Mark's. His angel 
tells the women to tell the disciples "that he has risen from the 
dead, and behold, he is going before you to Galilee; there you will 
see him. Lo I have told you" (28:7). Matthew has strangely omitted 
Peter from the angelic command and, added to the statement that Jesus 
had risen from the dead, he has changed the "Lo, he has told you" in 
Mark to "Lo, I have told you." Luke's angels do not give a command 
to go to Galilee or even to tell the disciples, but call instead upon 
the women to remember Jesus' words "while he was still in Galilee" 
(v. 6) concerning his crucifixion and subsequent resurrection "on the 
third day" (v. 7, cf. I Cor. 15:4).88 John likewise does not tell of 
any command to go to Galilee; but he reports that Jesus, after tell- 
ing about his ascension, commands Mary to report his ascension to the 
disciples (20:17).89 
87Whether it is possible to conclude from this that the angel 
wanted the women to see Jesus' grave clothes is an argument from 
silence, but is there something special about the place where he was 
placed apart from the fact that he is missing? The angel has already 
told the women that Jesus was not there but risen; however, if the 
women were in the tomb (v. 5), they could see he was not there; so 
then why the call to look at the place? The text here does not 
warrant such speculation; and though it may be possible, this cannot 
be asserted dogmatically. 
88The differences here may be due in part to the "theologi- 
cal" motivation of Luke to make Jerusalem the center of the new 
Christian missionary endeavors of the Church. See the discussion in 
Chapter VII, pp. 291 -306. 
89This difficult passage will be discussed more completely 
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The problems indicated here concerning the angels at the 
tomb, when taken together, are certainly very serious and should not 
be minimized. But what can be made of such discrepancies? What did 
the angels say? What was each writer trying to convey when he intro- 
duced the angel /s? Matthew evidently wanted to point to the escha- 
tological nature of the events he was trying to describe, i.e., the 
future was about to arrivei90 Mark and Luke employ the angel /s to 
interpret for the women the significance of the empty tomb. John, 
however, may be the key to understanding all of the passages. He 
evidently employs the angels to show the importance of the resurrec- 
tion of Jesus, though strangely Mary does not understand this until 
Jesus speaks to her. In John the angels do not advance the message 
of the risen Lord as they do in the other Gospels. 
It is concluded, therefore, that the probable significance of 
the angels in the empty -tomb tradition is that they point to the 
importance of the empty tomb, which in itself only caused bewilder- 
ment due to its ambiguity, but that their presence at the tomb in the 
Easter traditions was intended to point to the great significance of 
the event of the Resurrection itself.91 
8. The response of the women to the angelic message. In the 
Synoptic Gospels this is quite varied. Mark 16:8 says the women fled 
under the section on the appearance stories. Matthew has a similar 
combination of the empty -tomb stories with an appearance of Jesus 
(Matt. 28:9 -10). 
90See above discussion, pp. 262 -4. 
91The early Church's addition of the angelic presence at the 
empty tomb has already been discussed in Chapter IV, pp. 142 -6. 
There it was concluded that there were in fact no angels at the tomb 
in the earliest form of that tradition. Their significance in the 
story was to point to the eschatological nature of the resurrection 
of Jesus. 
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from the tomb and "said nothing to anyone for they were afraid. "92 
Matthew, however, states that the women departed from the tomb "with 
fear and great joy and ran to tell his disciples" (28:8). Luke says 
nothing about the joy of the women, but simply says --and almost 
blandly --that the women had "remembered his words" (vs. 8), and 
returning from the tomb "they told all this to the eleven and to all 
the rest" (24:9 -10).93 
9. The response of the disciples to the message of the 
women. Mark, of course, says nothing since his gospel ended abruptly 
without telling of the women's report to the disciples; but Matthew 
says that the women went to tell the disciples (28:11) and that the 
disciples responded to their message by going to Galilee (28:16). It 
is clear that Matthew intends for his readers to understand that the 
disciples believed the women. Luke, however, says that the apostles 
believe the women's report because "these words seemed to 
them an idle tale, and they did not believe them" (v. 11).94 Matthew 
does not indicate any lack of belief in the women's reports, but Luke 
reserves faith for a subsequent time when Jesus appears to the disci- 
92Comments have already been made against the view that this 
ending of the Gospel was Mark's originally intended conclusion. See 
Chapter IV, pp. 121 -4. 
93Luke 24:10 almost seems like a second thought on the part 
of Luke to remember all the women who were at the tomb. It is diffi- 
cult to know whether this is an attempt by Luke to make his gospel 
correspond to the other Evangelists, especially because he adds "the 
other women with them" to show that others were present at the tomb. 
Luke obviously feels free to depart from the Markan tradition --if he 
was acquainted with this part of it, and he adds some of the names of 
the women from Galilee (23:55). Perhaps it is significant that Luke 
introduces the title "apostle" here in his Resurrection narrative. 
94Even allowing for the authenticity of 24:12, which this 
writer does, there still is the lack of belief in the women's report. 
The end of v. 12 says Peter "went home wondering at what had 
happened." 
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pies and breaks bread with them (24:30 -34). John says nothing about 
the disciples' response to Mary's report of Jesus' appearance (20:18); 
he only mentions the response of the two disciples when they heard of 
the empty tomb, i.e., they went to check out the tomb (20:2 -4). 
10. The problem of the grave clothes. In John 20:3 -10 Peter 
and the Beloved Disciple, upon receiving news from Mary Magdalene 
that "they have taken the Lord out of the tomb . . ." (v. 2), ran to 
the tomb evidently to check out her report. Verses 4 and 5 state 
that both disciples ran toward the tomb but that the "other disciple" 
reached the tomb first and having looked inside -- without entering- - 
saw the grave clothes ( "linen cloths "). Peter came then and entered 
the tomb and also saw the clothes lying in their (evidently) peculiar 
place. This is followed by the "other disciple" entering the tomb 
and responding by faith to what he saw.95 However, the faith of the 
Beloved Disciple here does not fit with the following statement, 
. . for as yet they did not know the scripture, that he must rise 
from the dead" (v. 9). Also, if faith was reached at the tomb by the 
"other disciple, "96 why is it that this faith was not shared with 
Mary who is left standing at the tomb weeping (v. 11) or, for that 
matter, with the rest of the disciples (vv. 19 -23)? It is important 
here to refer to the similar passage in Luke 24:12.97 Luke does not 
95Note the close relationship between EtSEV and Éfff6TEUOEV. 
96Bultmann argues that C. -EV KO. Eiff6TEuaEv (v. 8) refers to 
both disciples. He reasons that if the writer intended only one of 
the disciples to come to faith, then the two disciples would have 
been set over against one another and it would have been expressly 
stated that Peter had not believed. Cf. Bultmann, The Gospel of 
John, loc. cit. However, as will be shown, is this not precisely 
what the writer is trying to do? The Beloved Disciple and not Peter 
is the hero of the passage. 
97Ás was stated elsewhere, this writer does not accept the 
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mention the "other disciple" accompanying Peter to the tomb, but he 
does say that Peter saw the grave clothes lying by themselves, "and 
he went home wondering at what happened." If Luke's account is right 
in saying there was only one disciple (Peter), and if he is correct 
in saying that only confusion or wondering resulted from this visit, 
then John's story would be at odds with the Lukan passage only in his 
mentioning of the "other disciple" and in that disciple's coming to 
faith. If Luke's version of the story is correct, there is no con- 
flict between the believing in verse 8 and no mentioning of it to 
Mary (v. 11) or the other disciples (vv. 19 -ff.). In fact, if the act 
of believing by the "other disciple" (v. 8) is not original to the 
tradition in John about the grave clothes (common to both Luke and 
John), then the oú66Trw yap ñ6Elaav of verse 9 becomes more intelli- 
gible (and more in harmony with Luke); and the reason why the Beloved 
Disciple did not share his faith with the other disciples (vv. 19 -ff.). 
is obvious: in the original story no one believed on seeing the 
grave clothes. The failure of the two disciples to understand --at 
this point (oú6éTrw)- -the Scripture about the resurrection of Christ 
(v. 9) would then be somewhat parallel to the conclusion of Luke's 
version of the same story, i.e., irpbç éavTÒV eauu &cwv Tò yEyovóç 
(24:12). If this assertion is correct, then John's narrative would 
be more consistent with itself and with Luke. 
Also, if the above is correct, the question is then raised, 
Westcott -Hort theory on the "Western non -interpolations" or the 
superiority of the generally inferior Western text in some nine 
instances (i.e., Matt. 27:49; Lk. 22:19b -20; 24:3, 6, 12, 36, 40, 51, 
and 52) over the consistently superior Neutral text. Along with X 
and B and other manuscripts, these so- called interpolations are sup- 
ported by the very important p75. Also, Metzger points out that v. 
12 is the natural antecedent to 24:24, a verse well supported by all 
manuscripts. Cf. Metzger, op. cit., p. 184. 
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and quite properly so, why does John introduce the Beloved Disciple 
in this passage at all? At first glance it appears as though he is 
trying to shape a well -known tradition --the story of the grave 
clothes --into a vehicle for expressing perhaps that which the other 
Gospels express through the angels, i.e., the meaning of the empty 
tomb. But if this is so, then it is a puzzle why Peter and Mary do 
not come to the same conclusion as the Beloved Disciple. Raymond 
Brown suggests that John has tried to introduce here not only the 
significance of the empty tomb, but also a very sensitive relation to 
Jesus through love which by contrast Peter did not have.98 He 
believes that John is not necessarily trying to detract from Peter, 
but ". . . to exalt the status of the Beloved Disciple. "99 Brown 
discredits the view that John is trying to point to the blessedness 
of the Beloved Disciple because he believed without seeing (contrast 
20:29). He agrees with Oscar Cullmann who says that because the 
Beloved Disciple "saw and believed" (20:8), he could not be one of 
those in verse 29 "who have not seen and yet have believed. "100 
Brown says that John is making a special hero of the Beloved Disciple 
who is closely connected to Jesus through the primacy of love. He 
concludes that the writer of John was, in the story of the race to 
the tomb and in the "other disciple's" faith, ". . . simply telling 
us that the disciple who was bound closest to Jesus in love was the 
quickest to look for him and the first to believe in him. "101 
Both John's motive for interpreting the empty tomb and his 
98Brown, off. cit., pp. 1004 -5. 99lbid. 
100Ibid., pp. 1005 -6. Cf. Oscar Cullmann, Salvation in His- 
tory, trans. by Sidney G. Sowers, London, 1967, p. 273. 
101Brown, pp. cit., p. 1007. 
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pointing to the faith of the Beloved Disciple, therefore, are prob- 
ably later additions to the earlier tradition about the grave clothes 
which is seen more clearly in Luke 24:12. Luke 24:24 indicates that 
"Some of those who were with us . . ." went to the tomb which is 
different from the implication of 24:12 that only Peter went to the 
tomb. This can possibly be resolved by pointing to Luke's desire to 
emphasize the priority of Peter (cf. 24:34). It was not necessarily 
his intention to rule out the possibility of others being present at 
the tomb. It is also quite possible that in Luke 24:12 another dis- 
ciple may have been with Peter on his visit to the tomb and perhaps 
even more than two as Luke 24:24 suggests. William Reiser, who 
believes that Luke 24:12, 24 depends on an earlier form of the 
Johannine tradition of the disciples at the tomb, says that it is 
possible that Luke knew of Peter's visit to the tomb and that he also 
knew about the accompanying "Beloved Disciple;" but he ". . . would 
not have considered him worth mentioning for it would not have suited 
his purpose. "102 
At any rate, it is probable that the double witness to the 
grave clothes indicates that there was an early tradition about this 
story which was available both to Luke and John. John introduced a 
new element into the story --the faith of the Beloved Disciple --in 
order to express both the meaning of the empty tomb, i.e., that Jesus 
was raised from the dead, and to exalt the status of the Beloved 
Disciple. If the Beloved Disciple's act of believing is deleted from 
the passage, there will be fewer problems in understanding the con- 
tinuing sorrow of Mary (v. 11) and the failure of the Beloved Disci- 
102 William E. Reiser, "The Case of the Tidy Tomb," The 
Heythrop Journal, 14:51, January, 1973. 
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ple to tell the others of his discovery. 
11. The guard at the tomb. The story of the guard at tomb 
in Matthew 27:62 -66 and 28:11 -15 has been widely accepted as a later 
legendary apologetic in the Gospel tradition even among many conser- 
vative scholars. Because of the clear apologetic nature of the story 
as well as the apocalyptic coloring throughout the passage103 and the 
fact that no other Gospel mentions the presence of soldiers at the 
tomb, most scholars consider this story a later development in the 
Resurrection tradition.104 
Although not a few scholars reject the story of the guard at 
the tomb as an authentic part of the earliest Easter tradition, a 
number of them point to this story to substantiate the fact of the 
empty tomb. R. H. Fuller, who agrees with Bultmann that the story is 
an "apologetic legend," believes that it helps to establish the Jew- 
ish understanding of the Resurrection, i.e., that it was bodily.105 
He writes: 
The use of the Jewish polemic is of considerable importance, 
for it shows that "resurrection" to the Jewish mind naturally 
suggested resurrection from the grave. It was to the Christian 
kerygma that Christ "had been raised from the dead" that they 
/the Jews% replied by the allegation that the empty tomb was a 
fraud.10G 
Fuller also believes that this story supports the earliest belief of 
the Church concerning the time of the resurrection of Jesus, that it 
was on the "third day" (I Cor. 15:4) or "after three days" (Matt. 
103Cf. the discussion above on pp. 262 -ff. 
104G. M. Lee's argument for the authenticity of this story is 
unconvincing and appears to be based on supposition. Even he himself 
finds it necessary to rearrange the events in the story in order to 
justify his understanding of it. Cf. G. M. Lee, "The Guard at the 
Tomb," Theology, 72:169 -75, April, 1969. 
105Fuller, 21. cit., p. 73. 106Ibid. 
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27:63 -64).107 Van Daalen believes that this narrative establishes 
the fact of the empty tomb. He says: 
But whether or not the story of the guard is historical, it 
points to a controversy in which both parties agreed that the 
tomb was empty. How it came to be empty, that was the ques- 
tion.108 
Robert Grant illustrates Matthew's response to the contro- 
versy between the Jews and the Christians regarding the tomb in the 
form of a dialogue: 
Christians: the tomb was empty. 
Jews: the disciples stole the body. 
Christians: the tomb was sealed and guarded. 
Jews: the guards were asleep. 
Christians: the guards were paid to say they were asleep.109 
Grant agrees that apologetic interests have helped to shape the story 
of this debate, but also he believes with van Daalen that the story 
points to the fact of the empty tomb.110 Bode agrees with this say- 
ing that the Jewish polemic did not deny the empty tomb, but rather 
it tried to explain it away.111 
The reference to the knowledge of the Jewish authorities con- 
cerning Jesus' prediction of his resurrection has led C. F. Evans to 
endorse further the legendary nature of the passage.112 Evans says 
the reference to Jesus having claimed "After three days I shall 
rise," (27:63) cannot be related to any public statement of Jesus, 
but ". . . reflects again the later Christian preaching of the resur- 
rection. "113 R. H. Fuller agrees with this when he contends: 
107Ibid. 108Van Daalen, 2E. cit., pp. 20 -1. 
109Robert M. Grant, A Historical Introduction to the New 
Testament, London, 1963, p. 370. 
110van Daalen, 2E. cit., pp. 20 -1. 
111Bode, pp. cit., p. 174; so also Lillie, off. cit., p. 
130. 
112Evans, 
ems. cit., pp. 85 -6. 
113Ibid., p. 85. 
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Since there is every reason to suppose that predictions of 
his own resurrection are post- Easter additions to the Jesus tra- 
dition, this is another indication of the post- Easter origin of 
the pericope.114 
Willi Marxsen makes the point that this story contradicts 
itself in at least two places. First, when the guards experience the 
opening of the tomb (28:2 -4) they return to tell this story to the 
chief priest. Why would they report to the Jewish authorities if 
they were Romans ?115 The second problem has to do with the obvious 
inner conflict of the report the chief priests told the guard to pass 
along to the people (28:13). Marxsen rightly raises the question 
against the story, "How can anyone say what happened while he was 
asleep? "116 Such "inner contradictions" in the story lead Marxsen 
and others to conclude that the story of the guard at the tomb has no 
basis in fact or at least could not have occurred as it is writ - 
ten.117 
In conclusion, this writer would not want to argue for the 
authenticity of this tradition as a whole, but only conclude that it 
does set forth in the Jewish polemic two important elements of the 
early Easter tradition, namely that both the enemies of Christianity 
and the Church recognized that the tomb of Jesus was empty, the only 
disagreement being how it came to be empty, and that the nature of 
the Resurrection was understood in the early Church to be from the 
grave. 
114Fuller, 9E. cit., pp. 72 -3. 
115Marxsen, g.. cit., p. 46. This objection does not pose a 
problem to this writer since 27:62 -66 states that Pilate offered the 
guard to the chief priests and Pharisees. Why wouldn't they report 
to the Jewish authorities since Pilate assigned this guard to them? 
116Ibid. 117Ibid., pp. 46-7. 
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Further Comment on the Empty -Tomb Tradition 
The preceding section has focused on a number of difficult 
problems in the empty -tomb stories, but often omitted in such a dis- 
cussion are the strong consistencies and their importance. These 
will be noted here with a brief comment. 
First of all, all of the Evangelists say that the tomb in 
which Jesus' body was placed was empty early on the first day of the 
week and that this was testified to by several witnesses. In all 
four Gospels, this fact is witnessed first of all by women ,118 and in 
Luke 24:12, 24 and John 20:3 -9 this is seen by two of Jesus' disci- 
ples. Although Matthew and Mark do not state that the disciples 
examined the tomb, they do not deny it either. If the disciples were 
in Jerusalem when they received the women's report, it would not be 
out of the ordinary for them to check the tomb especially in view of 
the disturbing report given to them by the women. 
Secondly, in each of the Gospels there is an angelic presence 
at the site of the tomb on Easter morning. Although the message of 
the angel /s varies according to each Evangelist,119 their presence 
clearly indicates the importance of the empty tomb and events sur- 
rounding it.120 Perhaps the Evangelists all want their readers to 
understand the eschatological nature of the events which occurred at 
the tomb. At any rate, since no Evangelist believed that the empty 
118This writer accepts the possibility of there being more 
than one woman present at the tomb in John's narrative because of the 
oiôauev in 20:2, but this is not dogmatically asserted. 
119In all three Synoptic Gospels, the angels interpret the 
significance of the tomb, i.e., that Jesus is risen; but the angels 
in John only ask a questioñ, and the explanation of the significance 
of the empty tomb is given by the risen Lord Himself (Jn. 20:11 -18, 
cf. also Mt. 28:8 -10). 
120See above discussion pp. 270 -2. 
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tomb in and of itself could do anything but evoke wonder and doubt, 
each writer felt the need to interpret the significance of the tomb 
either by angelic reports (Mark and Luke) or the appearance of Jesus 
(John) or both of these (Matthew). Bode, who does not wish to call 
into question the existence of angels, omits all angelic appearances 
from the historical nucleus of the empty -tomb tradition.121 For him 
the women neither experienced the appearance of an angel nor received 
a heavenly message at the tomb primarily because he finds kerygmatic 
and redactional elements in the angelic message.122 He asks: 
How could the angel have spoken in the kerygmatic language of 
the primitive church according to Mark, with the authority of God 
as his messenger to announce the predicted resurrection according 
to Matthew, with the themes of Lukan theology according to the 
third gospel and without any message according to John ?123 
He reasons that the angelic appearance and message can be 
dismissed from the historical nucleus of the empty -tomb tradition 
because they constitute a biblically acceptable literary motif for 
presenting a divinely authoritative message. Also, he believes that 
the exclusion of the angel from the empty -tomb tradition gives a 
better insight into the tradition and its development.124 Bode 
believes that the women did come to the tomb early on the first day 
of the week and found the tomb empty; but for the women the tomb 
remained ambiguous, indeed for everyone, until its significance was 
later established by the proclamation of the Resurrection and a 
reference to the appearance of Jesus to his disciples.125 He does 
not accept the account of the disciples going to the tomb (Luke 24: 
12, 24; John 20:3 -9), and believes rather that the women kept silent 
about the tomb until the Resurrection proclamation began to be 
121Bode, ça. cit., pp. 166-70. 
122Ibid., p. 178. 123Ibid. 
124Ibid. 125Ibid. 
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preached.126 Bultmann is in basic agreement when he says that the 
empty -tomb tradition existed separately from the appearance stories, 
having an independent origin;127 although unlike Bode, Bultmann 
believes the tomb tradition itself was a later apologetic legend. 
Bode says the virtual silence about the empty tomb in all of the 
appearance stories (except in the Emmaus account) indicates an inde- 
pendent origin of both traditions.128 
Ulrich Wilckens agrees with Bode adding that the diaspora 
Jews at an early time in Jerusalem came to believe in Jesus through 
contact with the primitive Christian community. For these Jews the 
resurrection of Jesus was central; but they were unacquainted with 
the developing tradition which originated in Jerusalem at a later 
time, e.a., the story of the empty tomb.129 This group of Christians, 
influenced by Hellenism, set forth a "cosmic christology" which 
. included in its assertions scarcely a word about the ministry 
and teaching of the historical Jesus himself. "130 It was this grow- 
ing tradition in the Church, which had a powerful influence, that 
prepared the ground for varieties of gnosticism in early Christian- 
ity, and consequently the reverse tendency shown in the later Resur- 
rection stories in which the pre- resurrection identity of Jesus is 
seen in his corporeal appearances, such as in Luke 24:36, ff.131 
p. 287. 
126Ibid. 
127Bultmann, The History of the Synoptic Tradition, 2E. cit., 
128Bode, óa. cit., p. 182. 
129Ulrich Wilckens, "The Tradition -History of the Resurrec- 
tion of Jesus," The Significance of the Message of the Resurrection 
for Faith in Jesus Christ, ed. by C. F. D. Moule, trans. by Dorothea 
M. Barton and R. A. Wilson, London, 1968, pp. 73 -4. 
130Ibid., p. 74. 131Ibid., pp. 74 -5. 
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It seems, however, that this line of reasoning is based 
almost completely on an argument from silence. Because such stories 
as the empty -tomb tradition are not found in the Epistles, but are in 
the Gospels, this is little proof that the tradition was unknown to 
the writers of the epistles, especially Paul. Wilckens' view pre- 
supposes that during Paul's visits to Jerusalem (Gal. 1:18; 2:1, ff.) 
he did not come into contact with any pre- Synoptic traditions con- 
cerning Jesus; or if he did, it did not interest him.132 
Although it is admitted that the empty -tomb tradition is not 
found in any of the appearance stories save in the Emmaus account, 
the independence of this tradition from the appearance stories would, 
if Bode is correct, only be short lived. This writer can find no 
reasonable argument against the visit of the disciples to the tomb 
(so Luke and John); and indeed, since all four Gospels say the tomb 
was discovered early on the first day of the week, the disciples were 
probably still in Jerusalem at the time --they would have had to leave 
Jerusalem on the Sabbath otherwise; and being Galileans along with 
the women who discovered the tomb, they would probably have heard 
about the empty tomb from the women. Not only do Luke 24:12, 24 and 
John 20:2, ff. give this impression but also in all of the Gospel 
reports the angels (or Jesus) command the women to tell the disciples 
- -who were obviously still in Jerusalem at the time - -about the tomb, 
i.e., "he /Jesus/ is not here. "133 In every Gospel account the 
132This point was argued in Chapter IV, Section 3. See also 
Gerhard Delling, "The Significance of the Resurrection of Jesus for 
Faith in Jesus Christ," The Significance of the Message of the 
Resur- 
rection for Faith in Jesus Christ, ed. by C. F. D. Moule, trans. 
by 
Dorothea M. Barton and R. A. Wilson, London, 1968, pp. 
81 -2 who 
believes Paul probably was aware of the empty -tomb tradition 
as well 
as the corporeality of the resurrection of Jesus. Note his 
arguments 
on pp. 83 -8. 
133"Here" clearly refers to the tomb, cf. Mk. 
16:6; Matt. 
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women /Mary tell the disciples about their experience at the tomb;134 
consequently the tomb story could not have been separated long, if at 
all, from the proclamation of the Resurrection; and the disciples 
therefore probably already knew of the tomb when Jesus had appeared 
to them. Also, Bultmann's and Bode's argument for the separation of 
the empty -tomb stories from the appearance stories is not as convinc- 
ing as might first appear because the New Testament does not make the 
tomb an object of faith. Why should the tomb be recalled in the 
appearance stories? The purpose of these appearances was evidently 
to assure the disciples of the reality of Jesus' aliveness and to 
give to them their missionary task. In his proclamation of the 
resurrection of Christ, Paul and the other New Testament writers had 
no need to give a narration of a tomb since that was not the basis of 
Easter faith; but in the Gospels there is a keen interest on the part 
of the Evangelists to tell the story of Jesus. It could well be that 
the apologetic needs of the Christian community at the time of the 
writing of the Gospels called for the assurance of the corporeality 
of the Resurrection appearances or even for further support for the 
event itself; but at what place could the Evangelists more appro- 
priately include an explanation for that which was common knowledge 
at this time, i.e., the empty tomb,135 than in a narrative on the 
28:6. This is even seen in John 20:13 as well as Lk. 24:3. 
134Mk. 16:7 is a command for the women to tell the disciples 
even though the present ending of the Gospel does not indicate that 
they complied with the angelic command. It should also be noted that 
this command, found in all four Gospels, would be redundant if the 
disciples had already fled or departed Jerusalem. The four -fold 
testimony to tell the disciples at the least implies their presence 
in Jerusalem at the time of the discovery of the tomb. 
1351t is also this writer's view that the empty -tomb tradi- 
tion was common knowledge among Christians and Jews alike very early. 
Whether or not all Jews accepted the notion of a bodily resurrection, 
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life and significance of Jesus? Since there are only four Gospels 
and all include this story, the argument for its early existence is 
certainly more enhanced especially in light of the obvious free hand- 
ling of the traditions known by the Evangelists. When they felt free 
to draw upon or omit numerous items in the Easter tradition, why 
would all of them include the story of the tomb unless it had occu- 
pied a dominant place in their traditions ?136 
Now, regarding the difference in the angels' message, in the 
Synoptic Gospels the message which is common to all of them is that 
Jesus is alive, his body is not in the grave. In the story of Mary 
at the tomb, the angels become the occasion for Mary's statement that 
the body was gone (Jn. 20:12 -13), then the meaning of the absence of 
Jesus' body is given by Jesus himself (Jn. 20:14 -17). Matthew appar- 
ently confirms the message of the angel with an appearance of Jesus to 
the women (28:9 -10), but in all of these stories the message is the 
same: Jesus' body is not in the tomb, he has risen from the dead, and 
his aliveness is asserted. It might also be added that the angelic 
message to the women at the tomb, contrary to Bode, was a heavenly 
revelation which they conveyed to the disciples and which was later 
entered into the Church's proclamation, though it must be admitted 
that there is little reason for saying this. C. H. Dodd says that in 
the Bible where angels are introduced, it is frequently a sign that 
". . . a truth is being conveyed which is beyond the reach of the 
it is quite clear that the early Church did since all surviving 
narratives of the early Church, i.e., the Evangelists and even the 
apocryphal gospels, refer to the tomb. This will be discussed more 
in the next chapter when the subject of the Jewish understanding of 
resurrection in the time of Jesus will be explored. 
136For further arguments in favor of the empty -tomb tradition 
see Chapter IV, pp. 144 -58. 
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senses, a 'revelation,' "137 Concerning the angelic visit at the 
empty tomb he adds: 
what the women saw /f.e., the empty tomb% brought only 
perplexity; then by a leap beyond the evidence of the senses, 
they knew what it meant. But it still awaited verification from 
later experience.138 
The variation in the angel's message in the Synoptics is an evidence 
for an early dating of that tradition if it is given that traditions 
do tend to expand with time as they are passed along. John's differ- 
ent role for the angels --if there is a significant one --is indeed 
difficult to understand. Perhaps it could be said that John tries to 
hold onto the story of the presence of the angels at the tomb; but he 
is trying to say that the first appearance of Jesus, contrary to the 
other traditions on the priority of Peter, was to the women (or 
Mary).139 If this is correct, it could be argued that Mark and Luke 
substitute an appearance of Jesus with an appearance by the angels to 
preserve the established priority of Peter. All of this is, of 
course, speculation; and the reason why John has no angelic message 
as such is not clear. But since his angels add little or nothing to 
the story of the Resurrection, it is a wonder why John chose to 
include them at all unless the tradition was so strong in their favor 
that he felt it necessary to include them. 
It should be admitted here that the empty -tomb tradition in 
its present form does allow for Resurrection faith apart from having 
received an appearance from the risen Lord. This is clear especially 




139See also Matt. 28:9 -10 where Matthew, the 
only gospel 




in Matthew 28:8, Luke 24:8 -11, and John 20:8. Mark also allows for 
this possibility (16:6 -7), but in his account the women do not 
believe, at least up to the point where his Gospel breaks off. In 
Matthew the disciples evidently believe the women's report and set 
off for Galilee (28:16). In the rest of the New Testament --apart 
from the Gospels -- Easter faith for the disciples is a result of meet- 
ing the risen Lord and not because of events at the empty tomb. 
Therefore, since the rest of the New Testament testimony regarding 
Easter faith does not speak of any act of believing before the appear- 
ances, it must remain a distinct possibility that the angelic appear- 
ances, together with their message, are a late addition to the empty - 
tomb stories. The empty tomb at first was probably ambiguous and 
only caused confusion (so Mark 16:8; Luke 24:12, 24; John 20:1 -2), 
but later after the appearances it became a signpost indicating to 
the early Christians that the eschatological act of God in Christ 
took place in history. It may also have pointed them to the nature 
of the Resurrection, i.e., it was bodily. Later the empty -tomb 
story itself became a vehicle for proclaiming the resurrection of 
Jesus. 
It seems certain, then, that the emptiness of the tomb was 
established very early both in the Christian and non -Christian com- 
munities and that this fact in itself was quite ambiguous and caused 
numerous interpretations, e.g., the Jews said the disciples had taken 
the body and Mary thought someone else had taken the body. It is 
possible that because of this the emphasis in the narratives shifts 
from the ambiguity of the tomb to the appearances of Jesus for con- 
firmation of the fact of the Resurrection. The vacant tomb 
would 
never stand on its own but would help corroborate the conclusion 
drawn from the appearances. 
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Therefore, in concluding this section, this writer finds the 
following to be the nucleus of the empty -tomb tradition. Early on 
the first day of the week the women came to the tomb where Jesus was 
buried and found it empty. They may have been given an interpreta- 
tion of the significance of the empty tomb by some form of revelation 
(angelic ?), though there is reason for doubt here. After their dis- 
covery they conveyed their find to the disciples, some of whom inves- 
tigated the tomb to check the women's report. 
CHAPTER VII 
THE SAME CONTINUED - -THE APPEARANCE STORIES 
I. A DISCUSSION OF SOME BASIC QUESTIONS 
In spite of all of the problems of harmony in the empty -tomb 
traditions, one can still find a good deal of coherence within the 
rest of the story of the passion narratives, i.e., the entry into 
Jerusalem, the last supper, Gethsemane, the arrest of Jesus, his 
hearing before the Sanhedrin, Peter's denial, the Barabbas story, 
condemnation by Pilate, the crucifixion, the burial, and even the 
empty tomb itself.' However, when it comes to the appearances, the 
only cohesion in the Gospels seems to be the order, i.e., that the 
appearances follow the discovery of the empty tomb. Beyond that 
similarity, there is little else which follows in all the Gospel 
appearance stories. C. H. Dodd has noted that there is a basic 
pattern in the appearance stories, i.e., the situation (generally 
the disciples' state of gloom and unbelief), the appearance of Jesus, 
his greeting, the recognition, and the word of command.2 But even 
though a pattern can be found in the appearances, there are striking 
differences in the persons involved, the circumstances, and the loca- 
tions of the appearances, etc. Of course, some of the biggest dif- 
ferences have to do with the persons included in the appearances and 
the location of the appearances, but there are many more. This fact 
shows in part that the Gospels were never intended to be harmonized 
'Cf. Joachim Jeremias, Eucharistic Words of Jesus, trans. by 
A. Ehrhardt, New York, 1955, p. 300. 
2Cf. C. H. Dodd in his "Appearances of the Risen Christ: An 
Essay in Form -Criticism of the Gospels," Studies in the Gospels, ed. 
by D. E. Nineham, Oxford, 1957, pp. 9 -35. 
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by their writers, but also it points to the reason for the inability 
of scholars to provide satisfactory explanations for the development 
of the Easter tradition. To deny that the problems exist does not 
appear to be honest, and to harmonize them does not appear to be 
possible. This, however, should not lead one to a neglect of the 
Resurrection narratives, but rather to seek to clarify their message. 
The following discussion includes, for this writer at least, some of 
the most difficult problems to be found in the Easter stories. This 
list is not complete in any sense, but it includes the most trouble- 
some problems in the appearance stories. After examining the narra- 
tives, an attempt will be made to discover some cohesion in the 
Easter traditions. Following that some additional comments about the 
Resurrection narratives will be made. 
The Location of the Appearances 
One of the chief difficulties in reconstructing the events of 
the first Easter is the problem of locating the resurrection appear- 
ances of Jesus. Mark indicates that the appearances which would be 
forth coming would take place in Galilee (Mk. 14:28; 16:7).3 
Matthew, evidently following Mark's leading, places the appearance of 
Jesus to the disciples in Galilee (28:16 -ff.) except for the appear- 
ance of Jesus to the women ( "Mary Magdalene and the other Mary ") in 
Jerusalem (28:8 -10). The close parallels between Mark 14:28, 16:7, 
and Matthew 28:7 argue strongly for Matthew's dependence upon Mark at 
3Bultmann believes that both passages in Mark, 14:28 and 
16:7, are footnotes put by Mark into the narrative which he took from 
an old tradition telling of the disciples' flight to Galilee. Since 
the story of the disciples flight was dispensed with by Mark, Mark 
found it ". . . necessary to have the disciples artificially dis- 
patched to Galilee in order to achieve congruity with the old Easter 
tradition 
. . . ." Rudolf Bultmann, The History of the Synoptic 
Tradition, trans. by John Marsh, Oxford, 1968, pp. 285 -6. 
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this point. On the other hand, neither Luke nor John refer to any 
appearances of Jesus in Galilee. For them the appearances all took 
place in and around Jerusalem.4 
How can these two strongly differing traditions be brought 
together? At the moment there appear to be three possibilities: 
(1) that the appearances of Jesus took place both in Galilee and in 
Jerusalem; (2) that the appearances took place solely in Galilee; and 
(3) that the appearances took place solely in and around Jerusalem. 
Most scholars have attempted to reconcile the geographical differ- 
ences, but others have emphasized that the appearances occurred in 
but one of the two locations. What seems to be more popular pre- 
sently is to ask why there were two locations mentioned in the Easter 
traditions and what theological significance there may be connected 
with either place.5 Gerald O'Collins says that since the 1930's 
(Lohmeyer) Mark's references to Galilee have not always been taken 
"geographically" because the term seems to denote "the place of 
preaching" or even the "land of the Gentiles," indicating the world- 
4I.e., on the road to Emmaus, in Jerusalem, and in Bethany 
(Lk. 24:13 -ff., 33 -ff., 50 -ff.). John mentions Jerusalem only. It 
must be recalled again that the Galilean appearances of Jesus in 
John 21 cannot be considered a part of the original Gospel (cf. 
Chapter IV, pp. 129 -30); and just as Mk. 16:9 -20 is a late addition 
to Mark, John 21 must be thought of along the same lines, i.e., an 
attempt to harmonize existing traditions and possibly to answer 
questions which were later raised against the Easter faith. 
5Cf. Ernst Lohmeyer, Galiläa and Jerusalem, Göttingen, 1956, 
cited by Hugh Anderson, Jesus and Christian Origins, New York, 1964, 
pp. 197 -8. Not a few scholars today give support to Lohmeyer's early 
contention that there were theological reasons for the references to 
Galilee and Jerusalem although many would not agree on what those 
theological differences were. He held that early Christianity had a 
twofold origin stemming from both Galilee, where the Church held to 
a "Son of Man Christology" and believed Galilee to be the land of 
eschatological fulfillment, and from Jerusalem, where the Church 
held 
to a "Messiah Christology," cf. Lohmeyer, loc. cit. 
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wide mission of the Church.6 If this view is correct and Mark does 
not intend Galilee to be taken in a geographical sense, then one 
would probably accept Jerusalem as the actual place of the appear- 
ances. On the other hand, if Mark is earlier and Bultmann's view is 
accepted- -i.e., that Mark deleted the oral tradition of the disci- 
ples' flight to Galilee and only included the appearance stories 
there (in the original unmutilated ending of his Gospel), then the 
location of the appearances was probably Galilee. Bultmann counters 
the view that the disciples remained in Jerusalem and argues: 
. . . I have no doubt that the old tradition told of their 
flight to Galilee, and placed the appearances of the risen Lord 
there. But if the flight into Galilee be dispensed with, it is 
necessary to have the disciples artificially dispatched to 
Galilee in order to achieve congruity with the old Easter Tra- 
dition, and this actually happened in the editing of Mk. 16:7 
and 14:28.7 
O'Collins believes that even though Mark may use the term 
Galilee with some theological value in mind, it is probably best to 
follow Mark rather than Luke and place the appearances in Galilee.8 
He thinks it is more likely that Luke altered Mark's text for heavy 
theological reasons than the other way around. 
Willi Marxsen, on the other hand, takes Mark 16:7 (and 14: 
28), not as a reference to a Resurrection appearance, but as a 
reference to the parousia of Christ which Mark expected to occur 
soon in Galilee. He argues that in the Gospels and Paul when and not 
6)EGOE ( "you will see ") is used for the Resurrection appearances, and 
the óp aoe in Mark therefore is a reference not to a Resurrection 
appearance but to the parousia of Christ.9 Marxsen, along with 
R. 
6Gerald O'Collins, The Easter Jesus, London, 1973, 
p. 36. 
7Bultmann, loc. cit. 80'Collins, 2E. cit., p. 
37. 
9Willi Marxsen, Mark the Evangelist, Nashville, 
1969, pp. 
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H. Lightfoot and Wilhelm Michaelis, follows Ernst Lohmeyer's conten- 
tion that Galilee is the land of theological or eschatological ful- 
fillment and believes that Mark was pointing to the coming parousia, 
not simply to a Resurrection appearance.10 
R. H. Fuller perhaps sets forth the most telling objections 
against Marxsen's understanding of Mark 16:7 (and 14:28) when he 
points out that Paul and John use ó ouat for a Resurrection appear- 
ance (I Cor. 9:1; John 20:18, 25, 29) and that Matthew undoubtedly 
understood Mark 16:7 as a Resurrection appearance (Matt. 28:7, 10, 
16- 20).11 The decisive argument, however, as Fuller is quick to 
note, is the fact that Mark names Peter and the other disciples indi- 
cating clearly a reference to the two appearances listed in I Corin- 
thians 15:5.12 He writes: 
If Mark 16:7 were pointing forward to the parousia it is hard 
to see why Peter should be singled out for special mention. But 
if it points to resurrection appearances, the reason for the 
mention of Peter is obvious.13 
In light of the above, the question must be raised again: 
Where did the appearances of Christ take place, in Galilee or in 
Jerusalem, or in both places? C. F. D. Moule has proposed a solution 
which can bring the two different traditions together. He asks 
whether it is possible to hold that the appearances took place first 
83 -92. 
10Cf. also Willi Marxsen, The Resurrection of Jesus of 
Nazareth, trans. by Margaret Kohl, London, 1970, pp. 141 -ff., 163 -4. 
11Reginald H. Fuller, The Formation of the Resurrection 
Narratives, London, 1972, p. 63. 
12lbid. 
13Ibid., pp. 63 -4. O'Collins adds to this some six other 
objections to Marxsen's view, though they do not appear to be as 
important as the ones set forth by Fuller. Cf. O'Collins, off. cit., 
pp. 37 -8. 
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in Jerusalem and then Galilee.14 Moule suggests that the location of 
the Resurrection appearances might be understood in terms of the 
festival pilgrimages. He says that the disciples of Jesus were all 
Galileans and consequently were in Judaea only as pilgrims for the 
Passover Festival just as Jesus had been.15 Within a week of the end 
of the Passover they would naturally return to Galilee. During that 
week some of the disciples could have seen Jesus in Jerusalem and 
then later in Galilee.16 Accepting that the appearances were spread 
over a longer period of time, for some forty or fifty days, 
Moule believes it is quite possible that the disciples returned to 
Jerusalem for the "next Pilgrim Feast, Pentecost," and there Jesus 
appeared to them again in Jerusalem.17 Moule admits this is a rather 
rigid interpretation of the narratives, but he believes this way he 
can make some sense of Mark 16:7 and also of Luke's admonition from 
the risen Christ to the disciples to remain in Jerusalem (Luke 24:49; 
Acts 1:4). He explains: 
Such literalism may seem absurd; but it seems to make sense 
of the Marcan "he goes before you into Galilee" (16:7) --it would 
mean, when you return home you will find him already there --and 
of the injunction in Luke -Acts not to leave Jerusalem after 
Pentecost (Luke 24:48, Acts 1:4) --it would mean, this time, do 
not return to Galilee, as you did after Passover.18 
C. F. D. Moule's proposal has been criticized by several 
scholars not only because his solution is a rather brittle interpre- 
tation of some difficult passages, but also because it cannot be 
14C. F. D. Moule, ed., The Significance of the Message of 
the Resurrection for Faith in Jesus Christ, London, 1968, pp. 4 -ff. 
15Ibid., pp. 4 -5. 16Ibid. 17Ibid. 
18lbid. Cf. also C. F. D. Moule, "The Post -Resurrection 
Appearances in the Light of Festival Pilgrimages," New Testament 
Studies, 4:58 -ff., October, 1957. 
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supported by the Resurrection narratives and further it raises the 
difficult problem of separating Luke 24:36 -53 (presumably between vv. 
43 and 44) in order to allow for a Galilean appearance before the 
command of 24:48 to remain in Jerusalem.19 Apart from this criti- 
cism, Hugh Anderson rightly concludes that Moule has, with his inter- 
pretation, not come to grips with the fact that Mark and Matthew have 
opted so strongly for Galilee but Luke and John for Jerusalem.20 
The same objections could be said for Lilly's somewhat tradi- 
tional solution to the problem which is based on the refusal of the 
disciples to believe the women's late report of the empty tomb and of 
the command from the angel to go to Galilee.21 He says Jesus' inten- 
tion at first was for the disciples to leave the hostile atmosphere 
of Jerusalem for the more tranquil territory of Galilee where he 
would reveal himself to them and give his final commission, but: 
. . . the holy women delayed to report the direction to the 
Apostles, and when finally the message did reach them, they 
remained incredulous, labeled the report contemptuously "idle 
tales." The only way, at least the most effective way, to over- 
come this incredulity was for Jesus to appear to the Apostles 
directly, establish faith in their minds as to the reality of 
His resurrection and prepare them for the final and more impor- 
tant appearances in Galilee.22 
Although this view could commend itself to some, it is 
rejected here because Lilly fails to account for Luke's and John's 
rather clear preference for Jerusalem as the location of all of the 
19C. F. Evans gives other objections to Moule's proposal, cf. 
C. F. Evans, Resurrection and the New Testament, London, 1970, pp. 
112 -3. 
20Anderson, 
off. cit., p. 39. 
21Joseph L. Lilly, "Alleged Discrepancies in the Gospel 




appearances, especially Luke (24:49) who may have been aware of the 
Markan tradition (note 24:6). 
Another attempt at harmonizing the location of the appear- 
ances has been set forth by C. F. Evans' translation of TrpoáyEly in 
Mark 14:28 and 16:7 which is based on Mark's earlier use of this term 
in 10:32. The normal translation of this term is "to precede," but 
Evans believes it means "to lead. "23 If Evans is right, then Jesus 
led his disciples from Jerusalem to Galilee, thereby appearing in 
both Jerusalem (first), then all the way to Galilee. But this trans- 
lation, however well suited for Mark 10:32 or 14:28, is ill suited 
for 16:7. In 16:7 and angel clearly says EKEl a-T-v órEaeE, refer- 
ring of course to Galilee. This statement would be highly inappro- 
priate if Jesus were to appear in Jerusalem to lead the disciples to 
Galilee.24 
Willi Marxsen, on the other hand, takes the differences in 
the Gospels on the location of the appearances as an indication that 
each Evangelist aimed only at showing one important truth, i.e., that 
the activity of Jesus continues on in spite of his death, and it is 
the activity of the same Jesus who was active on the earth.25 The 
Evangelists' arrangement and selection of material for their Gospels 
was their own as well as the sequence in which this material was 
23Evans, 2E. cit., p. 81; C. F. Evans, "I Will Go Before You 
into Galilee," Journal of Theological Studies, N. S., 5:3 -18, 1954. 
24R. H. Fuller also rejects Evans' translation of TrpoáyEiv 
and prefers the meaning "to precede" or "going ahead." He says Mark 
intends the words "He is not here" (16:6) to indicate that the Risen 
One is in heaven and his appearances will take place in Galilee after 
the disciples arrive. Cf. Fuller, op. cit., p. 61. 
25Marxsen, 22. cit., pp. 76-8. 
298 
placed. It was determined chiefly by the period during which they 
wrote, the readers for whom they wrote, and the varying theological 
problems with which each had to deal separately.26 The details of 
the Easter tradition were basically unimportant, but what each was 
concerned to say is that: 
. the cause of Jesus goes on beyond Good Friday --in a 
miraculous way, it must be added. And the fact that it goes on 
is always due to a new emergence and intervention of Jesus, to a 
new commission.27 
Marxsen, however, adds to this that the mode of the resurrection of 
Jesus was neither an article of faith nor a part of a ". . . univer- 
sal Christian conviction. "28 On the contrary, however, in every tra- 
dition or Resurrection narrative the Resurrection always means Jesus 
was raised from the dead and was seen (or appeared).29 Marxsen con- 
cludes, "It was possible to be convinced of the continuing activity 
of Jesus without having to express in uniform terms the exact way in 
which this continuing activity was achieved. "30 However, Marxsen has 
chosen to base his conclusions upon the differences in the narratives 
rather than upon their agreements. When the mode of the Resurrection 
is in view, all the Evangelists speak of an empty tomb; and Paul's 
language of I Corinthians 15 does not exclude an empty tomb. Some 
scholars believe that the knowledge of an empty tomb is implied in 
the T60411 of I Corinthians 15:4.31 Still others believe that an 
26lbid., p. 77. 27Ibid., p. 78. 28Ibid. 
29In Mark's Gospel this can be concluded from the 
angelic 
comment, "He has risen, he is not here" (16:6), especially 
in light 
of the empty -tomb setting. The reference to the place where 
the 
disciples will see Jesus (16:7) is also in line with all 
other 
Resurrection traditions including Paul's in I Cor. 15. 
30Marxsen, loc. cit 
31Walter Künneth, The Theology of the Resurrection, 
London, 
1965, p. 94. 
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empty tomb was not mentioned by Paul only because it was correctly 
not an object of faith but simply pointed to the nature of the resur- 
rection of Jesus.32 The Evangelists and Paul, however, do not simply 
say that the "activity" or "cause" of Jesus continued beyond Good 
Friday, but that Jesus himself, who was put to death, has survived 
the grave and is now alive and has revealed himself to his disciples. 
The nature of the event was not lost in obscurity, but was from the 
grave. This is clear even in Paul where the sequence éT60, 
yp ),EpTai (I Cor. 15:3 -5) at least indicates that the resurrection 
of Jesus was from the grave. 
James McLeman offers yet another view of the differences in 
the Gospels with regard to the location of the appearances. Rather 
than opt for one theological motif (Galilee as the base for mission- 
ary expansion or eschatological fulfillment) over another (Jerusalem 
as the birthplace and headquarters of the Church), he accepts both 
as true.33 He believes, however, the phenomenon at the center of the 
Resurrection narratives is not an ". . . objective event but a con- 
viction arrived at by normal process and that this explains the 
patent discrepancies of the traditions. 1,34 The conviction probably 
first occurred in Jerusalem since the disciples fled from there when 
Jesus was arrested and crucified, but later the disciples brought it 
with them back to Jerusalem.35 For McLeman, there were no "physical 
type" events to initiate the birth of Christianity; but, much like 
32Cf. George Eldon Ladd, "The Resurrection of Jesus Christ," 
Christian Faith and Modern Theology, ed. by Carl F. H. Henry, New 
York, 1964, pp. 276 -7. 
33James McLeman, The Birth of the Christian Faith, Edin- 
burgh, 1962, pp. 29 -ff. 
34Ibid., p. 41. 35Ibid., pp. 30 -ff. 
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Willi Marxsen, he believes that the conviction of the continuing 
cause of Jesus was at the heart of the later concretizing efforts of 
the Evangelists who produced the Gospels.36 He claims that the sub- 
ject of the Resurrection was not born out of experience nor deduced 
from it, but from ". . . the proleptic reach of faith. "37 This 
means, " . . the doctrine of the resurrection is in the first 
instance the creation of the human spirit in its relation to God and 
the future. "38 This thought was clothed in the language which was 
available and appropriate at the time which was in harmony with the 
prevailing concept of God, man, and the world. The essence of the 
thought, however, was that nothing could destroy the unity between 
God and man. McLeman says that it is in this context that the New 
Testament conviction of the resurrection of Jesus ought to be under - 
stood.39 He writes: 
The conclusion therefore that this phenomenon at the centre 
of the post- crucifixion experience of the disciples is a con- 
viction rather than an event, is continuous with what we have 
found in our survey of the history of the resurrection idea. 
Historical necessity wove the garment. The Christian conviction 
survived, but in a grosser form and at the expense of the pure 
leap of faith which is its source and origin.40 
Wolfhart Pannenberg is probably correct in saying that the 
majority of modern critics are in "extensive agreement" that the 
basic appearances of Jesus took place in Galilee.41 One of his argu- 
36lbid., pp. 46 -50. 37Ibid., p. 46. 
38lbid., underscoring mine. 39Ibid., pp. 46 -7. 
40Ibid., pp. 47 -8. One cannot help but compare this partic- 
ular approach to that of Bultmann described in Chapters II, III, and 
IV. McLeman, like Bultmann, is committed to a view of history which 
is closed to the notion that God could be the sole cause of an effect 
in history. Ibid., p. 41. 
41Wolfhart Pannenberg, Jesus --God and Man, trans. by Lewis 
L. Wilkins and Duane A. Priebe, London, 1970, p. 104. 
301 
ments for accepting Galilee as the location of the appearances is the 
original independence of the empty tomb and appearance traditions 
from each other. There seems to be no knowledge of the empty -tomb 
tradition in the appearance stories,42 and this suggests to him their 
original separate existence. After the appearances in Galilee, 
Pannenberg says the disciples returned to Jerusalem and upon return- 
ing heard of the empty tomb. Because it agreed with their encounter 
with the Risen Jesus, they incorporated the story of the empty tomb 
into the Resurrection tradition.43 
This view, of course, presumes that the disciples left Jeru- 
salme before the discovery of the tomb and returned to Galilee. 
Pannenberg, following Hans Grass, supports this view by asking why, 
if the disciples remained in Jerusalem, are there no references in 
the Passion narratives to their witness of the crucifixion ?44 Again 
he asks, if the disciples were in Jerusalem, why did they not take 
part in the burial of Jesus? The answer to these questions is in 
part found in the fleeing of the disciples at Jesus' arrest. They 
were afraid for themselves (John 20:19), but they were also --no 
doubt --quite confused and discouraged having witnessed the arrest of 
the One whom they believed would usher in the eschatological kingdom 
of God. Also, if the disciples had already departed for Galilee, 
what would be the purpose of the women telling the disciples to go to 
Galilee (Mk. 16:7; Mt. 28:7, 10)? All four Evangelists tell of the 
command to the women (by the angels or Jesus) to report their find- 
ings at the tomb to the disciples who were in Jerusalem. Such 
42Except Luke 24:24 of course. 
43Pannenberg, 12E. cit., pp. 104 -5. 44Ibid., p. 105. 
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multiple attestation suggests to this writer at least that the disci- 
ples did not depart from Jerusalem without a knowledge of the empty 
tomb. Along with that, this writer is impressed with the evidence 
for the genuineness of the story of the disciples' visit to the tomb 
in Luke 24:12, 24 and John 20:3 -8,45 even though John overlays the 
tradition with another motive.46 
Mark 16:7 presupposes of course the disciples' return to 
Galilee,47 but the fact that the women are to report their discovery 
of the tomb to them before their departure (all four Gospels agree on 
this) also shows that the journey to Galilee was after the Sabbath. 
How soon they departed for Galilee and how quickly they returned to 
Jerusalem, however, cannot be established with any preciseness. Acts 
2 indicates that the disciples at least returned to Jerusalem by the 
time of the Pentecost festival. 
If, on the other hand, Luke and John are followed, it is not 
easy to fit in a Galilean appearance of Jesus before the Jerusalem 
appearances --Luke 24:13 and John 20:19 seem to forbid this --or even 
afterwards since everything for Luke concludes at the end of the 
first day with a command to remain in Jerusalem (24:49). It is 
possible that further Galilean appearances could be "fitted in" at 
the end of John's story about Thomas (20:24 -29)- -does 20:30 make room 
for such ? --; however, they would seem to serve no purpose. For John 
the Resurrection appearances of Jesus show that Jesus was exalted and 
glorified, and in them Jesus gives the Holy Spirit as well as proof 
of his exaltation. It is difficult to see what any further appear- 
45See above Chapter VI, pp. 143 -4. 
46See above Chapter VI, p. 144n. 
47Pannenberg, loc. cit. 
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ances in Galilee would have added to this. If it is true that Jesus 
had originally intended that the disciples should go to Galilee, but 
because of their unbelief he had to appear to them in Jerusalem in 
order to get them to Galilee,48 it is not clear what more would have 
been revealed in Galilee which was not revealed in Jerusalem in the 
appearances referred to by Luke and John.49 
The difficulty one faces in bringing these two traditions 
together certainly enhances the notion that more than a geographical 
problem is involved in the Evangelists' choice for the location of 
the appearances. It is difficult to imagine that nothing other than 
geography presented itself to Luke in his choice of Jerusalem and his 
neglect of Galilee, especially in light of 24:6 where he evidently 
shows his rejection of Galilean appearance traditions or at least an 
awareness of that tradition. 
In viewing this survey of possible explanations for the 
differences in the various traditions, few proposals have commended 
themselves. Each one has its own peculiar problems. In every case 
a harmony seems impossible without doing further damage to other 
parts of the Resurrection traditions. Should one accept one tradi- 
tion as more reliable than another, say Mark instead of Luke? 
Certainly the fact that Mark was written earlier than Luke and was 
used elsewhere by him50 would lend itself to this idea. But what 
was Luke's purpose in accepting and advocating the tradition which 
which was also followed by John and subsequently altered in the 
48Lilly, loc. cit. 
49Matthew's missionary charge (28:19) in Galilee is not 
unlike Luke's missionary charge (24:45 -48) in Jerusalem. 
50There is little evidence that Luke made use of Mark's 
Resurrection narrative. 24:6 is not in itself conclusive. 
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appendix (ch. 21)? Theological motives seem prevalent in both cases, 
i.e., Galilee as the home for the expansion of the mission to the 
Gentiles, and Jerusalem as the birthplace and home of the Church; but 
are these correct motives which caused the Evangelists to opt for 
one location over another? Is it not possible that not enough infor- 
mation is known to be able to decide? Surely as the accounts now 
stand there is a discrepancy, but is there a missing factor which 
could bring the two traditions together? In their accounts, do Luke 
and John reject the possibility that any appearances took place in 
Galilee? On the other hand, do Mark and Matthew intend to exclude 
any appearances to the disciples in Jerusalem ?51 Thus far no satis- 
fying solutions have presented themselves to this writer.52 Perhaps 
it would be better to remain open to a view not yet advanced which 
would do justice to the idea of theological motives existing in (or 
leading to) the choice of locations by each of the Evangelists, but 
also one which will allow for appearances at both places.53 I Corin- 
thians 15:5 -8 speaks of appearances to Peter, then to the twelve, and 
then to "over five hundred brethren," then to James, then to all of 
the Apostles, and finally to Paul. The appearance to the "five hun- 
dred brethren" may be an indication of some appearances in Galilee 
51Matthew 28:9 -10, of course, records an appearance of Jesus 
to the women in Jerusalem, but not to the disciples. 
52Hans von Campenhausen's six -point chronology of events in 
which he tries to harmonize the existing traditions has not unfolded 
as clearly as one would hope. In it von Campenhausen omits too many 
of the troublesome details, e.g., the appearance of Jesus to the 
women, the despair of the disciples after the arrest of Jesus, and 
the exclusiveness of the Jerusalem tradition in Luke. Cf. Hans von 
Campenhausen, Tradition and Life in the Church, trans. by A. V. 
Littledale, London, 1968, pp. 85 -6. 
53This, of course, may still be a possibility even though a 
harmony does not seem possible at present. Cf. Robert M. Grant, A 
Historical Introduction to the New Testament, London, 1963, p. 370. 
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where Jesus accomplished most of his ministry.54 The same could be 
said of the appearance of James (and possibly "all of the apostles ") 
since James (also of Nazareth) was not one of the original "twelve" 
apostles and possibly had need of an appearance from Jesus to 
initiate his conversion.55 Because the thrust of Jesus' ministry was 
in this area, it is quite likely that some of the appearances took 
place there;56 but on the other hand Matthew (28:9 -10), Luke, and 
John mention appearances in Jerusalem. Since the "Mother Church --if 
that is an appropriate term - -was in Jerusalem and was recognized as 
such in Acts (passim) and in Paul (Gal. 2), and since the death and 
resurrection of Jesus occurred there as well as the earliest Chris- 
tian missionary activity, then perhaps Luke and John chose to empha- 
size the Jerusalem appearances in their Gospels. On the other hand, 
it may be that since Jesus' preaching ministry was primarily in 
Galilee and the majority of his followers were most likely in that 
area in the early stages of the Church's growth, Mark and Matthew 
consequently emphasized Galilee. 
What is needed in this attempted harmony, of course, is a 
"missing link" which can bring the two traditions together and yet 
appreciate their differences without diminishing the individual 
54Von Campenhausen says there was no place in Jerusalem 
available to five hundred witnesses since Jesus appeared only to 
disciples. Von Campenhausen, op. cit., pp. 47 -8. 
55S. H. Hooke places the appearance to James and "all the 
apostles" in Jerusalem, but his purpose for doing so is not clear. 
Cf. S. H. Hooke, The Resurrection of Christ as History and Experi- 
ence, London, 1967, pp. 38, 46. 
56A large gathering of five hundred followers of Jesus (I 
Cor. 15:6) is more likely to have occurred in Galilee than in Jeru- 
salem because of Jesus' concentrating most of his ministry in that 
area and because the atmosphere would have been less hostile there 
than in Jerusalem. The Pharisees, who were among Jesus' strongest 
opponents in Jerusalem, had very little influence in the Galilean 
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message of either. Presently, aside from theological motives, no one 
seems to have found that magical "link;" and what theological motives 
may have been present are matters of debate with no consensus emerg- 
ing. The location of the appearances of Jesus therefore continues to 
be the major hindrance in any reconstruction of the events of Easter. 
To Whom did Jesus First Appear? 
Matthew says that Jesus appeared first to the women (Matt. 
28:9 -10), and John indicates that Jesus' first appearance was to Mary 
alone (Jn. 20:14 -18). Mark and Luke, however, have no such appear- 
ance of Jesus; there is only an appearance of the interpreting 
angel(s) to the women, and they are told that Jesus will appear in 
Galilee to his disciples and to Peter (Mk. 16:7; Lk. 24:4 -7). 
Whether Mark intends that Peter will be the last to see Jesus in 
Galilee (i.e., "tell his disciples and Peter," 16:7) cannot be deter- 
mined; Peter is singled out for special mention. Whether this 
means that he will be the first to see Jesus is not disclosed (or 
prohibited) either. Luke makes no mention of an appearance of Jesus 
to the women (he does have two angels appear to them) but records an 
appearance to the two disciples on the road to Emmaus who, following 
that occasion, told/ "the eleven" that Jesus had risen and "appeared 
A 
to Simon" (Lk. 24:34). Just when the appearance to Peter occurred is 
not answered in Luke, but evidently it was before the appearance to 
the two disciples; and the implication is that such an appearance was 
mentioned to them by the risen Jesus though the text does not explic- 
itly say so. Luke here seems to be following the Pauline tradition 
(I Cor. 15:5) or the same one known to Paul. All four Gospels men- 
region. 
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tion the angelic appearance to the women; but they differ on who 
received the first appearance, i.e., Mark says the disciples and then 
Peter; Matthew says the women; John says it was Mary Magdalene; Luke 
says Peter. 
Perhaps the solution to the problem might be in the brevity 
of Mark's Gospel, i.e., if Mark had finished his Gospel he may have 
included a story of an appearance to the women. In both Matthew 
(28:9 -10) and in John (20:11 -ff.) the appearance of Jesus to the 
women comes immediately after the angelic appearance and as the women 
(or Mary) are walking away from the empty tomb. Whether Mark would 
have had an appearance of Jesus at this point if he had finished his 
Gospel is mere conjecture; but since Matthew, who elsewhere followed 
Mark rather closely, had such an appearance and John, who followed 
another tradition (Jerusalem), agreed with him, it does not seem too 
far fetched to suggest such a notion. 
But if this suggestion is true, why does Luke fail to mention 
the appearance of Jesus to the women? What purpose would he have in 
omitting this first appearance if it had indeed occurred? Perhaps 
the answer lies in the fact that Luke is trying to set forth the best 
defense he could for his Gospel, and the mention of women in his 
story may have weakened his argument.57 Perhaps this is also the 
reason that Paul does not mention the appearance to the women in his 
list in I Corinthians 15. By Jewish law women were not deemed com- 
petent to testify,58 and this may have figured in Luke's omission of 
the appearance to the women in his presentation of the case for 
57Note: In Acts 1:3 he speaks of "many proofs" koaaoîç 
TEKprIpfols) for the resurrection of Jesus. 
58See, e.a., von Campenhausen, 2E. cit., p. 75. 
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Christianity. 
On the other hand, von Campenhausen believes that there were 
no appearances to the women on the "third day," and he appeals to the 
silence of Mark and Luke for support.59 However, owing to the prob- 
lem of the credibility of the women among the Jews at that time, it 
does not seem likely that such stories of appearances to women would 
have been allowed into the Resurrection traditions of John and 
Matthew if there were no element of truth in them. Unless they 
actually happened, what motive could be advanced for the inclusion of 
the appearances to the women? It seems more reasonable to believe 
that such stories would be excluded rather than deliberately put into 
the Gospel traditions. Also, because of Peter's prominence in the 
formation of the early Church, special priority in the traditions 
would be given to him over the others (women ?) who also may have 
received a Resurrection appearance. Matthew's and John's lack of any 
special reference to Peter (Matt. 28:10; John 20:17) may well indi- 
cate that their sources here may be earlier than Mark's or Luke's 
sources. A good reason can be suggested for adding Peter's name to 
the Resurrection traditions, but not for deleting it. Conversely, 
reason can be found for omitting the story of the appearance to the 
women, but not for introducing it. Although these are admittedly 
speculative possibilities, this writer believes that they are not 
necessarily untenable and that they do provide some coherence in this 
difficult area. 
Jesus' Forbidding Mary to Touch Him 
A very perplexing problem to biblical scholars has been the 
59Ibid., p. 85. 
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strange passage in John 20:17 where Jesus in his Resurrection appear- 
ance to Mary forbids her to touch him because he had "not yet ascen- 
ded to the Father." This is especially confusing because later in 
20:24 -29 Thomas is actually invited to touch the risen Jesus by Jesus 
himself. The suggestion, of course, is that between the appearance 
of Jesus to Mary and the appearance to the disciples (i.e., between 
vv. 18 and 19) Jesus' ascension actually occurred. Hugh Anderson, 
following the lead of C. H. Dodd, suggests that, for John, Jesus 
became "touchable" only after having completed his "High Priestly" 
sacrifice and having finished his intercession for the people in the 
Holy of Holies.60 Anderson goes on to say that the "touch me not" 
given to Mary embodies one of John's special themes. He writes: 
According to John, the way of Jesus is from the first the way 
to the Father, a way that has to be traveled through suffering 
and death towards "that day" when he will have reached his 
heavenly glory by the Father's blessing on men. . . . The word 
"cling" (haptou) that occurs in John 20:17 is familiarly used in 
the healing miracles in the Synoptics in reference to sick people 
laying hold of Jesus for the healing that is accompanied by the 
forgiveness of sins, for salvation. So here in Jesus' entreaty 
to Mary not to cling to him, since he is not yet ascended to the 
Father, it may well be declared that no grasping of his earthly 
appearance alone can by itself bring salvation.ól 
C. F. Evans believes that the force of John 20:17b is to 
emphasize the exaltation of Christ to the Father as the fulfillment 
of the whole gospel of divine sonship (Jn. 1:11 -12).62 He also says 
that according to John the ascension of Jesus takes place on Easter 
morning before the appearances took place.63 Following E. Schweizer, 
60Hugh Anderson, "The Easter Witness of the Evangelists," The 
New Testament in Historical and Contemporary Perspective, ed. by Hugh 
Anderson and William Barclay, Oxford, 1965, p. 52. 
61Ibid. R. H. Fuller agrees with Anderson's interpretation 
of this passage. Cf. Fuller, op. cit., pp. 138 -9. 
62Evans, 
o2112 cit., pp. 123 -4. 63Ibid., pp. 119. 
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Evans says the early Church understood the Resurrection appearances 
only as the resurrection of the exalted ascended Jesus; and because 
of this, Paul later placed his appearance of the risen Christ on the 
Damascus Road entirely on the same level as those given to the 
twelve.64 
Whatever else may be said of this difficult passage, it seems 
clear that by it John distinguishes between the resurrection and the 
ascension of Jesus. At the time the words of 20:17 were said to 
Mary, the Resurrection had already occurred and yet the ascension was 
still future, sometime following the appearance to Mary and before 
the appearance to the disciples, i.e., sometime between the morning 
and the evening of the "first day" (cf. 20:1, 19). A. M. Ramsey 
agrees here65 and adds rather surprisingly that as soon as the Lord 
has ascended, Mary would be able to touch him because new modes of 
touch would then have become available! He asks when this event 
occurred and then answers: 
Inasmuch as the Spirit cannot be given until Jesus is glori- 
fied (7:39) and inasmuch as the going up to the Father and the 
completion of the glorifying seem to be the same, it seems right 
to infer that before Jesus comes and breathes the Holy Spirit 
upon the Church on the evening of Easter day the Ascension has 
already happened.66 
Contrary to Bultmann, Ramsey argues that John held that the 
Ascension or exaltation to glory and the Resurrection were separate 
events, and ". . . both resurrection and ascension were things which 
happened. "67 This fact, Ramsey argues, shows that the Acts account 
64Ibid., pp. 119, 140. 
65A. M. Ramsey, "What Was the Ascension ?" Historicity and 
Chronology in the New Testament, ed. by M. C. Perry, London, 1965, 
p. 141. 
66Ibid., p. 142. 67Ibid., p. 144. 
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of the Ascension and John's understanding of it both agree that it 
was a separate and subsequent event to the resurrection of Jesus, 
though he admits that this is not always clearly seen in other pas- 
sages of the New Testament.68 Ramsey believes that John introduces 
this "touch me not" story to emphasize the importance of the Ascen- 
sion or exaltation of Jesus which, though important to the resurrec- 
tion of Jesus, is subsequent to it. 
This view which Ramsey argues for, however, is fraught with 
difficulty especially through a comparison of other New Testament 
passages where exaltation seems inseparably linked with the resur- 
rection of Jesus, i.e., by means of the resurrection from the dead 
Jesus has been exalted or glorified.69 Perhaps C. H. Dodd is correct 
in connecting this story not so much with exaltation as with John's 
portraying the picture of the High Priest going into the Holy of 
Holies to offer his sacrifice. Only after this offering for the 
people has been made will Jesus, the High Priest, be touchable. But, 
if this is the case --and it is by no means clear that it is --then 
John uses this particular story as a picture to emphasize a point 
which he nowhere else explains. Also, to pour a lot of meaning into 
the term (TTOU ( "to cling ") as R. H. Fuller has done seems equally 
unjustified and foreign to the context. Fuller may be right in 
suggesting that the whole verse (v. 17) is a later Johannine redac- 
68Ibid., p. 139. 
69Note: Rom. 1:4 or even Phil. 2:9 -11 where the Resurrection 
is assumed. A good discussion of this question is found in Evans, 
op. cit., pp. 140 -9; also cf. O'Collins, op. cit., pp. 42 -52. Lloyd 
Geering, who argues that at first Easter faith was expressed in terms 
of exaltation of the crucified Jesus and not resurrection, has rather 
weak support for his position. Cf. Lloyd Geering, Resurrection: A 
Symbol of Hope, London, 1971, pp. 146 -ff. 
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tion introduced for the purpose of adding a charge to go tell the 
disciples which is similar to that found in Matthew and Mark.70 At 
any rate, John evidently wants to point to the ascension of Jesus for 
special emphasis and does so in this way. For him the Ascension 
occurred after the first appearance and before the second. After the 
Ascension it was proper for Thomas to touch Jesus (even though the 
passage does not actually say that he did). John evidently has 
reasons for not making the exaltation of Jesus synonymous with the 
crucifixion --as Bultmann would have it. O'Collins points out that 
such an identification would lead to the docetic notion that only the 
spirit ascended into heaven while the body remained behind.71 
In his excellent summary of the discussion of this problem, 
Raymond Brown72 has tried to advance the view that the Resurrection 
does not easily fit within John's scheme of the exaltation of Jesus 
on the cross; but, since it was too firm a part of the Christian tra- 
dition, he sought to make it fit into the process of Jesus' passing 
from this world to the Father. Accepting that for John the cruci- 
fixion of Jesus becomes a part of his glorification, John ". . . dra- 
matizes the resurrection so that it is obviously part of the ascen- 
sion. "73 Brown argues that John uses the appearance to Mary Magda- 
70Fuller, op. cit., p. 138. There is some question on 
whether the first TIaT6pa of this passage should be followed by pou 
(p66 AKLXoTh, etc.), but there is also fairly good evidence for 
TraTépa alone ( BDW). Whether this element of doubt should suggest 
other weaknesses in the originality of the passage is questionable 
but a point for consideration. 
710'Collins, op. cit., p. 52. He believes John is best 
understood when the exaltation implied by Jesus being put on the 
cross (Jn.12:32 -33) ". . . was manifested by the reality of the 
resurrection and ascension." Ibid. 
72Cf. Raymond E. Brown, The Gospel According to John, New 
York, 1970, pp. 992 -4, 1011 -7. 
73Ibid., pp. 1013 -4. 
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lene as a vehicle to explain that only after the Ascension --of which 
the Resurrection is a part --can the enduring presence of Jesus in the 
Spirit be given. He notes that in 7:39 John says that only after 
Jesus' glorification could there be the gift of the Spirit. Conse- 
quently, when Jesus offers the Spirit in 20:22, Brown says John was 
saying that Jesus had already been exalted and glorified- -i.e., he 
had already ascended to the Father.74 It is therefore the ascended 
and thereby glorified Jesus who appeared to the disciples. 
Naturally, the question arises whether John meant that the 
appearance to Mary took place before the Ascension but that the 
appearance to the disciples took place after the Ascension. Brown 
rightly says that taken at face value this would deny that the 
Resurrection is the same as the Ascension since there is an interval 
between them. It would also imply that the appearance to Mary was 
one of an inferior status.75 Along with this comes the difficulty of 
John's dispensing with the Ascension at the end of the earthly 
appearances over against Luke since, as Brown notes, John does not 
have an Ascension after the appearances to the disciples and to 
Thomas. 
Brown answers this problem by saying that an understanding of 
John's technique provides a solution to these questions. He contends 
that John is: 
. . . fitting a theology of resurrection /ascension that by 
definition has no dimensions of time and space into a narrative 
that is necessarily sequential. If John's purpose is forgotten, 
the attempt to dramatize in temporal scenes what is sub specie 
acternitatis creates confusion. When the risen Jesus has to 
explain to Mary Magdalene that he is about to ascend, the empha- 
sis is on the identification of the resurrection and the ascen- 
sion, not on the accidental time lag. In Johannine thought there 
is only one risen Jesus, and he appears in glory in all his 
74Ibid., p. 1014. 75Ibid. 
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appearances.76 
Brown thus believes that the temporal sequence of events is not the 
controlling interest in John, but his theological motive for explain- 
ing the meaning of the Resurrection and the fact that the disciples 
were given the continuing presence of the Spirit by the risen Jesus.77 
Brown sees as the controlling theme in John's Resurrection narrative 
the intimate connection between the Ascension of the Son of Man and 
the giving of the Spirit. He recalls in 16:7 Jesus says, "If I do 
not go away, the Paraclete will never come to you; whereas, if I do 
go, I shall send him to you." Brown concludes that this is fulfilled 
in John immediately following Jesus' death as 20:17, 22 shows by 
means of associating the Resurrection, the Ascension, and the giving 
of the Spirit.78 
Brown's discussion of this problem has great merit; and in 
fact, the basic weakness in his proposal which presents itself to 
this writer is his willingness to make the Resurrection in John 
little more than an appendage to an already complete gospel. 
Although John emphasizes the importance of the cross throughout his 
narrative -- certainly more so than in the Synoptic tradition, he does 
not simply add the Easter narrative because it was such a firm part 
of the Christian tradition. How could the cross become a sign of 
triumph until the Resurrection had come? 
It may be admitted that the cross of Jesus by itself is found 
in Paul's preaching even in the 40's and 50's A.D. (I Cor. 1:18 -24), 
but the cross was a stumbling block to the Jews,79 and it had to be 
76Ibid. 77Ibid., p. 1015. 78Ibid., pp. 1015 -6. 
79I.e., Paul himself evidently had to overcome the scandal 
of a crucified Messiah. Cf. Gal. 3:13. 
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removed as such and seen as a sign of triumph, not confusion or 
despair. The cross was understood by Paul and the rest of the early 
Church in light of the resurrection of Jesus. Even Bultmann admits 
that the early Church overcame the scandal of the cross in the Easter 
faith.ß0 He writes: 
The rise of Easter faith made necessary a way of understand- 
ing the cross that would surmount, yes, transform, the scandal of 
the curse which in Jewish opinion had befallen the crucified 
Jesus . . . 
The cross in all of its ambiguity therefore never gave rise to Easter 
faith. The scandal of the cross was removed for Paul on the Damascus 
road. There are no examples in early Christian preaching of the 
cross being proclaimed in its historical ambiguity apart from the 
presupposed occurrence of Easter. Only after the resurrection of 
Jesus did the cross become a sign of triumph and hope. In the early 
speeches in Acts it is the Resurrection which has the dominant place 
in the apostolic preaching. In fact, the resurrection of Jesus so 
influenced and motivated the earliest preaching that the death of 
Christ seems to have been less important than it later became. There 
is little theological significance attached to the death of Jesus in 
those speeches, and their primary thrust seems to be the vindication 
and exaltation of Jesus as seen in the fact that God has raised him 
from the dead.82 In 2:32, 33 and 5:30, 31, the resurrection of 
Jesus, not the cross, is directly related to his exaltation. The 
more expanded theology of the cross is therefore later and a conse- 
quence of the belief in the resurrection of Jesus. Also in the Acts 
80Rudolf Bultmann, Theology of the New Testament, trans. by 
Kendrick Grobel, London, 1970 -1, I, 45. 
81Ibid. 
82See especially Acts 2:23 -36; 3:13 -16; 4:8 -12, 32. 
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10 speech, Peter proclaims the death of Jesus with no evident intent 
to relate forgiveness to that event at all. It is only after his 
proclamation of the Resurrection that Jesus becomes the object of 
faith.83 The speech attributed to Paul in Acts 13:28 -40 also says 
little about the salvific significance of the cross, but emphasizes 
that because of Jesus' resurrection, forgiveness of sins is offered 
through him (vv. 37- 38).84 
Returning to John, the disciples forsook Jesus at his arrest, 
and Peter even denied him. From the time of the arrest of Jesus 
(18:1 -ff.) up to the discovery of the empty tomb, there is no sound 
of victory in John.85 Although John finds the death --or the manner 
of the death --of Jesus a fulfillment of Scripture (19:24, 37), the 
sound of joy or triumph such as that found in 20:18 ( "I have seen the 
Lord ") or 20:29 ( "My Lord and my God ") is completely lacking in 
John's version of the passion of Jesus. In John's passion and Resur- 
rection narratives, the exaltation of Jesus (or his glorification) is 
set forth only after the Resurrection, not the crucifixion. 
Brown is right, however, to see that the Ascension in John is 
a part of the Resurrection which awkwardly --from a temporal point of 
view --takes place between the appearance of Jesus to Mary and the 
83Cf. 10:39 -43. 
84It is generally conceded by modern scholars that the 
speeches in Acts precede the author of the Luke -Acts and in fact 
illustrate differing strands of theology which he incorporated in his 
work. Cf. C. F. D. Moule, "The Christology of Acts," Studies in 
Luke -Acts, ed. by Leander E. Keck and J. Louis Martyn, New York, 
1966, pp. 159 -85, in which he demonstrates that the Christology in 
the speeches in Acts is not uniform. Exactly how early these 
speeches may have been formed is not known, but that they point to a 
primitive Christology in the early Church which is based upon the 
resurrection of Jesus and not the cross is clear. 
8519:35 is considered by most scholars to be a redactional 
verse. This is quite clear from the verse itself. 
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appearance to the rest of the disciples. As with the story about the 
disciples' visit to the tomb (20:3 -10), John has made use of the 
story of the appearance to Mary Magdalene to point to a very impor- 
tant matter; in this case it is the presence of the Spirit and the 
exaltation (glorification) of Jesus. 
This passage of course raises two further problems. First of 
all, in Matthew's account of Jesus' appearance to the women (28:9- 
10), immediately after the angelic announcement86 the women actually 
touch Jesus and are not rebuked for doing so, nor is any mention made 
of the Ascension. The difference here is probably to be found in 
John's "theological interpretation" of the appearance. Secondly, as 
was mentioned above, in Luke's Gospel and in Acts 1 the Ascension 
follows the appearances and clearly does not precede them. In John 
the Ascension, like the Resurrection, is not seen by witnesses; but 
in Luke -Acts the ascension of Jesus to heaven appears to be a fairly 
visible event, indeed, it is the final appearance of Jesus. This 
problem and the possibility of a further explanation will be dis- 
cussed more completely in the next section. 
What Was the Ascension ?87 
A rather puzzling aspect of the Resurrection narratives is 
that of the Ascension briefly narrated only in Luke 24:50 -53 and Acts 
86This is probably the sane appearance as is found in John 
20:17. 
87Because the Ascension, according to Luke and the tradi- 
tional way of viewing this event, was the last or final appearance of 
Jesus before his exaltation, it will be discussed in this section 
dealing with the appearance stories. It may also be added that, 
although John doubtlessly views the Ascension of Jesus in a different 
way than does Luke, he still refers to this event in the context of 
an appearance to Mary. For these reasons it is probably best to dis- 
cuss the Ascension in the context of the appearances rather than in a 
separate treatment. 
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1:9 -11 and alluded to in John 20:17. As was shown above, John places 
the Ascension between the first and second appearances of Jesus 
whereas Luke seems to indicate that it occurred at the close of a 
series of Resurrection appearances. Luke and John alone mention the 
Ascension while Matthew closes his Gospel emphasizing the abiding 
presence of Jesus. Mark ends abruptly and has no mention of the 
Ascension. Matthew, however, who has very little narrative in his 
appearance stories comparatively speaking, only has a talking risen 
Christ. Luke and John, on the other hand, include not only a state- 
ment from the risen Lord but also narratives of his activity among 
the disciples. This should not take away from Matthew, however, 
since his purpose from the beginning of his Gospel is to emphasize 
that God has come among men and continues to do so.88 Matthew indeed 
presents the gospel story of how God came to be with man. An Ascen- 
sion story as such does not fit into his purpose. Along with this he 
shows no awareness of any Ascension tradition such as that found in 
Luke or John although it might be argued that 24:30 and 26:64 allude 
to Christ's coming to the earth on the clouds of heaven. Matthew 
shows here and in his appearance story that he was aware of the 
exaltation of Christ. 
It has been asked whether the developing tradition in the 
early Church toward a more physical resurrection of Jesus gave rise 
to the question of the ultimate end of the body of Jesus. G. W. H. 
Lampe believes that the early understanding of the resurrection of 
Jesus came to be thought of in terms of the Old Testament material- 
istic notions of resurrection. From this concept the developing 
Easter tradition concluded that the tomb of Jesus was also empty; 
88Cf. 1:23; 18:20; 28:20. 
319 
and, because of this materialistic conception of the Resurrection, 
according to Professor Lampe, the question was ultimately raised, 
"What happened to the risen body of flesh and bones in the end ? "89 
Lampe concludes that Luke provides the answer: the body was taken up 
in the Ascension.90 
Lampe, however, does not discuss the various possible mean- 
ings of the Ascension in Luke and John. For John the Ascension is 
evidently to be equated with the exaltation of Jesus; and for Luke 
there are several meanings possible, i.e., the completion of the 
appearances (Luke 24:50 -53) and /or the basis for the forthcoming 
narrative in the Acts, especially the coming of the Holy Spirit.91 
As Ramsey notes, there is nothing incredible in the idea that Jesus 
gave a parting appearance to his disciples at the close of his series 
of appearances. He writes: 
There is nothing incredible in an event whereby Jesus 
assured the disciples that the appearances were ended and that 
His sovereignty and His presence must henceforth be sought in 
new ways.92 
It seems probable then that John and Luke used a well -known piece of 
tradition common in the early Church, but each has modified it in his 
own way and for his own purpose. 
It should be noted that both John and Luke have the Ascension 
89G. W. H. Lampe and D. M. MacKinnon, The Resurrection, Lon- 
don, 1966, p. 54. 
90Ibid. Bultmann says for Paul the resurrection of Jesus 
meant simultaneously his exaltation, but in the subsequent develop- 
ment of the Easter tradition the Resurrection was interpreted as a 
temporary return to life on earth, and this idea gave rise to the 
Ascension story. See Bultmann, loc. cit. 
91Cf. Daniel P. Fuller, Easter Faith and History, London, 
1968, pp. 197 -8. 
92A. Michael Ramsey, The Resurrection of Christ, London, 
1966, p. 123. 
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on the Resurrection day.93 Luke, however, places the Ascension at 
the end of the appearances while John has it in the midst of them. 
Any attempts to bring John and Luke together on the time of the 
Ascension appear to be fruitless, but it is not an insignificant 
question to ask how each writer viewed the Ascension of Jesus. 
In all likelihood the appearance of Jesus to Mary at the tomb 
is a story through which John is trying to present a "theological 
truth" which must not be misunderstood, namely that the exaltation of 
Christ is to be seen through a pattern of death, resurrection, and 
ascension. The story is possibly meant to be an argument against the 
docetic teaching of Jesus' ascending into heaven at the moment of his 
death on the cross. John is quite opposed to that view since for him 
the order is death, resurrection, ascension (or exaltation /glorifica- 
tion) before the giving of the Spirit. John 7:39 makes it quite 
clear that only after the glorification of Jesus could the Spirit be 
given; and this, according to John 20:17 -20, followed the Resurrec- 
tion. Raymond Brown is right when he states that the difficulty of 
having an unglorified appearance of Jesus to Mary should be subdued 
in John in light of his purpose in showing that the exaltation of 
Jesus to the Father came by way of the cross, resurrection, and 
ascension.94 Also he is correct is saying that no appearance of 
Jesus was from an unexalted Lord.95 
93John 20:17 -20 implies this much, and Luke 24:51 is quite 
clear that Jesus "was carried up into heaven." The Ka1 . . . 
o'vpavóv of v. 51, along with the other so- called "interpolations" of 
the Neutral text have significantly strong manuscript support to con- 
vince this writer that these words were original to the earliest 
text. 
94Brown, op. cit., p. 1014. 
95Ibid. This can be seen in Mary's second report to the 
disciples, "I have seen the Lord" (20:18). 
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If the Ascension in John can be equated with the exaltation 
of Jesus, as seems the case there, then all of the appearances are 
from the exalted Lord. For John, then, the Holy Spirit comes only 
after the Ascension (glorification) of Jesus (7:39; 20:17 -23). 
Remarkably, this is also true for Luke. In 24:49 the promise 
of the Father, i.e., the "power from on high," is given again with 
the purpose of enabling the disciples to witness. After this promise 
is given, then Luke depicts the departure or ascension of Jesus in 
familiar Old Testament imagery.96 Shortly after the departure of 
Jesus, the Holy Spirit comes. It is quite clear that in both John 
and Luke the Ascension of Jesus is related to and takes place before 
the coming of the Holy Spirit although their descriptions of this are 
strikingly different one from the other. It appears that both Luke 
and John view the Ascension as the exaltation of Jesus, the result of 
which is the giving of the Holy Spirit.97 
In the rest of the New Testament, however, Jesus' resurrec- 
tion is not distinguishable from his exalted status, and neither is 
there much evidence for making two separate events out of the resur- 
rection and the exaltation of Jesus.98 A. M. Ramsey points out that 
in Acts 2:32 -33; 5:30 -31; Romans 8:34; Colossians 3:1; Philippians 
2:8 -9; Ephesians 1:19 -20; I Timothy 3:16; and I Peter 3:21 -22 there 
seems to be a linking together of Christ's resurrection with his 
96R. H. Fuller draws parallels to the assumption of Elijah 
in II Kings 2:11. Fuller, o2p2 cit., p. 128. 
97This may be saying more than the text does, but the timing 
of the Ascension in both Gospels leads in this direction. 
98Barnabas Lindars has a careful discussion of this question 
in his study of Acts 2 where he concludes that the exaltation of 
Jesus could be an alternative way of describing the resurrection. 
Cf. Barnabas Lindars, New Testament Apologetic, London, 1973, pp. 
38 -45. 
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exaltation or ascension.99 The New Testament elsewhere apparently 
makes little differentiation between the ascension (or exaltation) 
and the resurrection of Jesus; in fact, the former is scarcely men- 
tioned unless it is to be equated with the exaltation to the right 
hand of the Father. 
Can it then be concluded that the ascension of Jesus is not 
so much a necessary story to account for the growing tradition con- 
cerning the physical nature of the resurrection of Jesus, as Lampe 
would have it, as it is a graphic illustration of a "theological" 
issue, namely, that in the resurrection Jesus has been exalted and 
the promise of the Spirit assured? In the rest of the New Testament 
(aside from the Gospels) there seems to be a pattern which sees the 
exaltation of Jesus emerging from an interpretation of the Resurrec- 
tion,100 although Philippians 2:8 -ff. appears to be an exception to 
this.101 John develops the theme of Jesus' exaltation by his being 
"lifted up" on the cross, as Bultmann notes;102 but he does so only 
through Jesus' resurrection from the grave. O'Collins rightly points 
out that one of John's themes is that the Word was manifested in the 
flesh (1:14); consequently any ascension of only Jesus' spirit would 
99A. M. Ramsey, E. cit., pp. 137 -9. He admits that a case 
could possibly be argued to the contrary from Phil. 2:8 -9; I. Tim. 
3:16; and I Pet. 3:21 -22. 
1000'Collins, 22. cit., p. 51, argues this point especially 
from Romans and I Corinthians. 
101It is true that Hebrews portrays the exaltation of Christ 
in his death; but there is no early evidence to show that Jesus' 
death was ever viewed in terms of exaltation apart from his resurrec- 
tion. There are no signs indicating that the death of Jesus brought 
more than gloom before a firm belief in his resurrection. Death on 
the cross was viewed as victory only after the resurrection of Jesus, 
not before. 
102Rudolf Bultmann, The Gospel of John, ed. by G. R. 
Beasley- Murray, trans. by G. R. Beasley -Murray, R. W. N. Hoare, and 
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go contrary to this affirmation.103 He believes that John's seeing 
of the exaltation of Jesus in his being lifted up on the cross (12: 
32 -33) ". . . was manifested by the reality of the resurrection and 
ascension. "104 Luke, on the other hand, directly refers to the 
exaltation of Jesus as his resurrection.105 
Apart from Luke and John there are no other New Testament 
writers who set forth the belief that the Ascension was subsequent to 
the resurrection of Jesus. Elsewhere in the New Testament, these 
events are interchangeable. What is drawn out in Luke and John, how- 
ever, is a "theological" difference between Resurrection and Ascen- 
sion rather than a "historical" one. Ramsey describes the "theolog- 
ical" distinction between the Resurrection and the Ascension thus: 
The former image was associated with an event to which the 
apostles bore witness; but the latter image was no mere rhetori- 
cal pendant. There was a significant theological distinction 
between the two. It was one thing to say XptaTò5 Q',vÉOTn; it 
meant that Jesus was no longer dead and that the prophecy "thou 
wilt not suffer thy holy one to see corruption" had been ful- 
filled. It was another thing to say Xpl Tòç év ôe ía To) esoú; 
it meant that he was not only alive but sovereign: it suggested 
the text "Thou didst put all things in subjection under his 
feet. "10b 
He illustrates this theological separation by saying: 
The two images represent two distinct truths. . . . When the 
apostles ask in Acts 1, "Lord dost thou at this time restore 
again the kingdom to Israel ? ", they know about the Resurrection 
but the truth of the exalted sovereignty has not yet come home to 
them.107 
It would appear then that the Ascension is more of a theo- 
J. K. Riches, Philadelphia, 1971, p. 684. 
1030'Collins, loc. cit. 104Ibid. 
105Cf. 24:26, 46. O'Collins argues that these verses indi- 
cate that what followed Jesus' death was interchangeably called 
exaltation and resurrection. Ibid., p. 51. He also finds this to be 
true of Matthew's description of the risen Lord. Cf. Matt. 28:16 -ff. 
106Ramsey, off. cit., p. 140. 107Ibid. 
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logical interpretation of the significance of the Resurrection rather 
than a historical event separate from it. On the other hand, this 
does not preclude the possibility that Jesus may have assembled his 
disciples for a final appearance before his departure from them 
(Luke) to explain perhaps the necessity of their looking for another 
continuing manifestation of his presence with them, i.e., in the Holy 
Spirit. Luke and John in differing ways speak of the Ascension in a 
context closely associated with the giving of the Holy Spirit.108 
There is yet another question concerning the time of the 
Ascension in Luke. It has to do with the discrepancy between Luke 
24, on the one hand, where the Ascension takes place late on the same 
day as the Resurrection, and Acts, on the other, where it occurs only 
after "40 days" of repeated appearances. 
Most probably the number "forty" is a special "holy" number 
not to be taken literally109 as with Moses' "forty days" on Mt. 
Sinai, the "forty years" in the wilderness, and in Luke the "forty 
days" of Christ's temptation.110 Hugh Anderson sees in the "forty" 
days:" 
. . . a theological significance, representing for Luke the 
holy interval in the "sacred history" in which the apostles must 
be prepared for their task of witness in the period of the Church 
after the Ascension of Christ and the bestowal of the Spirit.11l 
O'Collins, however, believes that the mention of the "forty days" in 
Acts 1 is Luke's attempt, like John and Paul, to link closely the 
108This is clear in John where 16:5 -7 is a fairly vivid por- 
trayal of 20:17 -22. In these passages Jesus goes to the Father and 
the Holy Spirit is subsequently given. Luke 24:49 -52 and Acts 1:1 -11 
also associate Jesus' going to the Father with the coming of the Holy 
Spirit. 
232. 
109See Anderson, Jesus and Christian Origins, op. cit., p. 
110Ibid. 111Ibid. 
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intimate association between the resurrection of Christ and the com- 
ing of the Holy Spirit. He writes: 
His "forty days" helps to ensure that his readers will under- 
stand Pentecost as the extension of Easter and the manifest out- 
pouring of the Holy Spirit as the gift of the risen Christ.112 
But if this is so, one may ask why Luke stops at "forty days "? Why 
not "fifty days" to coincide with Pentecost? 
It is important, as Hugh Anderson states, that the "forty 
days" mentioned here (Acts 1:3) indicate that there was a ". . . spe- 
cific and limited time for the Resurrection appearances. "113 After 
a time -- however long it was --the kind of appearances experienced by 
the disciples terminated.114 If the "forty days" are to be taken 
literally, then there is a clear discrepancy between Luke 24 and Acts 
1 regarding the length of the appearances and the time of the Ascen- 
sion. On the other hand, if the number "forty" is a "holy number" as 
Anderson suggests, the meaning of that number is not at all clear. 
What special significance can be deduced from the "forty days "? 
Does it have some salvation theme or connotation? It is not repeated 
in the Acts in reference to the time of the Ascension (13:31) or of 
the length of the appearances (10:41). 
As was suggested before, the answer to the discrepancies 
between Luke 24 and Acts 1 lies perhaps in the changing of Luke's 
purpose in each instance. In Luke 24, Jesus apparently offers a 
final appearance to the disciples the purpose of which is to indicate 
the cessation of his Resurrection appearances. He then departs in a 
1120'Collins, op. cit., p. 87. 113Anderson, loc. cit. 
114R. H. Fuller agrees with this and adds that I Cor. 15:3 - 
ff. shows that the kind of appearances experienced by the apostles 
ceased after a time. Cf. Reginald H. Fuller, Luke's Witness of Jesus 
Christ, London, 1963, p. 78. 
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very graphic manner, i.e., he is "carried up into heaven. "115 The 
point it seems to make clear is that the appearances as such would 
cease, and the disciples were to look forward to a new manifestation 
of the presence of God in their midst. "And behold, I send the prom- 
ise of My Father upon you; but stay in the city, until you are 
clothed with power from on high" (24:49 RSV). In Acts 1:1 -5 Luke is 
giving more of a summary of the contents of the first volume of his 
two volume work. He is simply restating the climactic ending of his 
Gospel so the reader does not forget the point of the Gospel in the 
process of going on to the second volume.116 The number "forty" in 
1:3 indicating the length of the appearances is clearly different 
from the length of the appearances implied in the Gospel, but perhaps 
the writer is trying to indicate with this number the salvific nature 
of the appearances rather than their length. Dogmatism here, how- 
ever, is unwarranted. Finally, in Acts 1:6 -11 Luke is trying to 
describe the Ascension as a means of terminating the appearances in 
order to prepare the way for the coming of the Holy Spirit, the evan- 
gelistic ministry of the Church, and the return of Christ to the 
earth -- evidently to establish his kingdom (cf. 1:6- 7).117 
C. F. Evans believes that this "theological" explanation for 
the discrepancies between the three Ascension stories in Luke -Acts is 
115The evidence for these words is quite strong. For an 
excellent discussion of the evidence for their genuineness, see Bruce 
M. Metzger, A Textual Commentary on the Greek New Testament, London, 
1971, pp. 189 -93. 
116D. P. Fuller, 22. cit., p. 198. 
117Luke obviously has not eliminated the apocalyptic nature 
of the kingdom as he seeks to emphasize the ministry of the Spirit, 
or rather the "power from on high" to evangelize. The kingdom is 
temporarily delayed, but for Luke the surety of its coming is main- 
tained (1:11). Luke 19:11 -27 is an indication of Luke's understand- 
ing of the abeyance of the kingdom, but not its elimination. 
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quite tenuous.118 For him, whether "Luke the historian" is justified 
in becoming "Luke the theologian" and whether this transition 
releases him from a feeling of contradiction is not an easy question 
to answer. He says such an interpretation naturally raises the ques- 
tion whether Luke 24:50 -53 is the more realistic account of the 
Ascension or whether it is better to say that Acts 1:1 -11 is the more 
accurate picture.119 There seems to be no consensus here. This wri- 
ter would suggest that "Luke the theologian" is quite active in all 
three passages (Lk. 24:50 -53; Acts 1:1 -5, 6 -11) playing a dominant 
role. This seems apparent because the Ascension serves several pur- 
poses in Luke- Acts,120 not the least of which was to point to the 
exaltation of Christ in his resurrection.121 Along with this, it is 
not clear that Luke, in his continuous narrative of the appearances, 
intended for the reader to allow for only one day for all the events 
of Luke 24. This writer sees the possibility of history giving way 
to theology at this point in Luke. 
In seeking to answer the original question posed at the 
beginning of this section, the Ascension probably should not be 
separated from either the Resurrection or the exaltation of Jesus; 
and it is best understood "theologically" as an indicator of the 
early Church's understanding of what the resurrection of Jesus meant. 
Historically there may have been a final appearance of Jesus indica- 
ting a cessation of all such appearances, but that which is dominant 
in both Luke and John in the Ascension is the exaltation of Jesus. 
118Evans, 211. cit., pp. 100 -1. 119Ibid. 
1200. Collins, óp. cit., pp. 87 -8. 
121Acts 2:32 -36 shows that the Resurrection is proof of the 
exaltation of Jesus which in turn describes the Ascension. 
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Matthew also, who has no mention of an Ascension, is quite clear that 
in the Resurrection Jesus has been exalted. No less than this could 
be derived from the statement, "All power (authority) in heaven and 
on earth has been given to me" (Matt. 28:18). Matthew's Risen Lord 
is an exalted Lord and no less exalted than the ascended Risen Lord 
in either Luke or John. Matthew portrays the appearance of the Risen 
Lord as a heavenly appearance, i.e., a post- Ascension appearance, as 
does Paul in I Corinthians 15. In the Acts 26 speech on Paul's 
defense before Agrippa, verses 13 and 19 indicate that what Paul saw, 
i.e., the appearance of Jesus to him, was from "heaven." Such refer- 
ences combined with the Johannine appearances of the ascended Lord 
indicate strongly that all of the appearances of Jesus were from 
heaven and that they were from the already ascended -glorified Lord. 
The main objection to this view is Luke's placing of the Ascension at 
the end of all of the appearances; but it can be argued that Luke's 
portrayal of the Risen Lord is not unlike the exalted ascended Lord 
of John, Matthew, and Paul. Notice for example in Luke, Jesus 
explains to the two disciples the necessity of his suffering and 
entering into his glory (24:27). Here there is no mention of his 
rising after his death, only his entering into "his glory," although 
this comes out later in verse 46. Along with this, Jesus is not 
recognizable to the two disciples until the breaking of the bread at 
which time he disappears (24:31). Their response, which shows strong 
indications of being an earlier kerygmatic tradition used by Luke in 
his narrative, is that "the Lord has risen indeed" (v. 34). Luke's 
account (24:36 -53) does not mention an Ascension in the same manner 
as John, only that at the end of the appearances of the Risen Lord 
(v. 34) he departs from the disciples after giving to them the prom- 
ise of the Spirit (v. 49). After Jesus was carried up into heaven, 
329 
the disciples worshiped him. Clearly, Luke indicates in his narra- 
tive that the Risen Lord is the exalted Lord before his final depar- 
ture. Along with this, there is nothing in Luke -Acts which, strictly 
speaking, would prohibit all the appearances of Jesus from being 
"heavenly" appearances of an already ascended Lord. The last appear- 
ance was described in the realistic manner of 24:51 and Acts 1:9 to 
indicate in graphic terms the cessation of all such appearances, to 
point to the new continuing presence and power of God in his Church 
by his Holy Spirit, and to point to the importance of the Church's 
mission. 
In conclusion, the Ascension story was the early Church's 
understanding of the meaning of the resurrection of Jesus, i.e., in 
his Resurrection, he was exalted and glorified and made worthy of 
worship and service. All of the appearances were appearances of the 
exalted glorified Lord. John's story of the Ascension (20:17 -23) 
makes it clear that the Risen Lord is glorified (cf. 7:39) and is 
worthy to be worshiped (20:28). Neither for John nor for Luke, how- 
ever, is the time of the Ascension important. For them the exalta- 
tion of Jesus in his resurrection is the point of primary signifi- 
cance. 
The Nature of the Resurrection Appearances 
One of the more significant problems relating to the post - 
Easter appearances of Jesus has to do with the nature of the Easter 
manifestations to the disciples. Should these manifestations be 
understood as subjective visions or hallucinations born out of the 
faith of the earliest disciples in their departed Lord,122 or on the 
122Bultmann leaves this open as a possibility, though in fact 
he shows little interest in the question at all. See the discussion 
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other hand should the appearances be understood as bodily appear- 
ances? Another view that has been increasingly popular among New 
Testament scholars is that the Resurrection appearances were objec- 
tive visions imparted to the discouraged disciples by the Risen Lord 
himself whose body may in fact have decomposed somewhere in Pales - 
tine.123 The answer to the question will involve a careful investi- 
gation of several very difficult passages from the Resurrection 
narratives.124 The following discussion is an attempt to bring 
together relevant information on this question and to set forth this 
writer's understanding of the matter. 
The two verbs used most frequently in the New Testament in 
reference to the resurrection of Jesus are éyeípEly and &vicTávai, 
both of which appear earlier in the intertestamental literature. 
-yEfpEly was used very little in secular Greek for the resurrection of 
the dead and instead is used more often to refer to an awakening,125 
a lifting up, or a raising. ávlaTávai was sometimes used of raising 
the dead, but this is not always clear. The root meanings of these 
words, however, do not bear much resemblance to their use in the New 
Testament for the resurrection of Jesus.126 C. F. Evans believes 
of this question in Chapter IV, pp. 166 -8. 
123This position is held by Hans Grass, Ostergeschehen und 
Osterberichte, Göttingen, 1962, pp. 247 -ff., and Lampe, op. cit., pp. 
36-ff. 
124It should be added that the question about the nature of 
the Resurrection appearances is not equal in importance to the fact 
of the Resurrection. It is a pity that there are Christians who are 
unwilling to allow for disagreement in this very difficult area. Cf. 
Clark H. Pinnock, "'On the Third Day,'" Jesus of Nazareth: Saviour 
and Lord, ed. by Carl F. H. Henry, London, 1966, p. 154 who writes, 
"Without the bodily resurrection the meaning of the gospel is 
radically altered, and faith of no avail." 
125This is also true in Eph. 5:14. 
126Evans, Resurrection and the New Testament, op. cit., pp. 
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that the New Testament understanding of resurrection is better con- 
veyed by the words "to live," "to make alive," and "to glorify. "127 
He explains: 
The resurrection of Christ is a living after death, and the 
conquest of death, so that he has dominion over all men (Rom. 
14:9), and being the conquest of sin is a life lived permanently 
to God (Rom. 6:13; 14:8f.; II Cor. 13:4; Phil. 1:21; Col. 3:1f.), 
and who will be "made alive" (NoTro1eî John 5:21 . . .). Since 
the word "glory" is the biblical word which comes nearest to 
expressing the being and nature of God himself, it is inevitably 
connected with the thought of resurrection as entry into the 
divine life.128 
A belief in the resurrection from the dead was not univer- 
sally accepted by all Jews in the time of Christ. This is clearly 
illustrated in the New Testament by the debates on the resurrection 
between the Pharisees and the Sadduccees (Acts 23:7 -8). There seems 
to have been a general understanding and acceptance of varying 
notions of the resurrection of the dead on the part of a significant 
number of Jews during this time however.129 
Paul's use of the term w (poll (aorist passive indicative of 
ópáw) in I Corinthians 15 has been judged by some scholars to be a 
technical term used primarily of a vision from God in biblical wri- 
tings.130 The term, if used in this technical sense, might then 
imply that what the early witnesses to the appearances of Christ 
experienced was a vision or some special revelation from God.131 
20 -6. 
127Ibid., p. 26. 128Ibid., p. 126. 
129See previous discussion in Chapter IV, the analysis of the 
empty tomb, as well as Hooke, off. cit., pp. 5 -22, and L. L. Morris, 
"Resurrection," The New Bible Dictionary, ed. by J. D. Douglas, Grand 
Rapids, 1962, p. 1086. 
130See G. W. H. Lampe in Lampe and MacKinnon, off. cit., pp. 
36 -ff.; Marxsen, op. cit., pp. 23 -ff. 
131Lampe and MacKinnon, op. cit., p. 36; Grass, o2p2 cit., pp. 
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This interpretation allows for the body of Jesus to decompose some- 
where in Palestine (the absence of the body from the tomb is explained 
in natural terms, e.g., theft, wrong tomb, etc., or its absence is 
denied altogether); and yet it is still maintained that the disciples 
experienced something, a vision from God, which initiated their Easter 
faith. 
Since Paul says that he, like all the apostles, experienced 
an "when," it has been argued that this early passage indicates the 
nature of all of the appearances of Christ, i.e., that they were all 
visionary experiences. In later traditions (the Gospels) the Church, 
because of its apologetic needs, cast the appearances into a more con- 
crete form as is found in Luke's and John's Resurrection narratives. 
when, however, is not so much a technical term as it is a 
neutral word denoting presence. The use of the aorist passive of 
ópáw in both Matthew 17:3 and Luke 9:31 leaves the question of the 
form of seeing open. There is no firm use of i3On in biblical or 
extra -biblical literature, and any arguments on the nature or form of 
the appearances based on this term are unwarranted.132 Michaelis' 
summary of the investigation of the various uses of den, especially 
in I Corinthians 15, is worthy of mention here. He concludes: 
It thus seems that when when is used as a t.t. /technical 
term% to denote the resurrection appearances there is no primary 
emphasis on seeing as sensual or mental perception. The dominant 
thought is that the appearances are revelations, encounters with 
the risen Lord who herein reveals Himself or is revealed, cf. 
Gal. 1:16. . . . The relation of then in I Cor. 15:5 ff. to the 
act. of 9:1 does not involve a simple replacing of the act. by 
the corresponding form. If so, the significance attached to see- 
186 -232; Anderson, off. cit., pp. 203 -4. 
132Bultmann is in basic agreement here. Cf. Rudolf Bultmann, 
Faith and Understanding, ed. by Robert W. Funk, trans. by Louise 
Pettibone Smith, London, 1966, p, 83, where he writes, "Neither 
vision nor objective fact can be deduced from the 'was seen.'" 
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ing would be the same in both instances. The important point 
about ton with the dative, however, is that the one who consti- 
tutes the subject is the one who acts, i.e., appears, shows him- 
self, with no special emphasis on the resultant action of the 
person in the dative, namely that he sees or perceives. when 
Kilo etc. does not mean in the first instance that they saw Him, 
with an emphasis on seeing, e.2., in contrast to hearing. It 
means rather: 71-apêoTnoev aUTo16 ÉauTÒV CWVTa (cf. Acts 1:3), or 
even better: ó ec5s lTEKáau1ev a6T5V év aúToiç (cf. Gal. 1:16). 
He encountered them as risen, living Lord; they experienced His 
presence. In the last resort even active forms like éópaKa in 
I Cor. 9:1 means the same thing . . . .133 
Perhaps much of the confusion here stems from the fact that 
Paul does not describe his encounter with the Risen Lord in so- called 
concrete terms, and he also fails to mention the empty -tomb tradi- 
tion. Luke follows this up by describing Paul's encounter with the 
Risen Christ as a light from heaven (qws ÉK TOO oúpavoú, 9:3; 22:6; 
26:13) accompanied by a voice Nwvñv, 9:4; 22:7; 26:14) which was 
intelligible only to Paul. In Acts 26:19 this encounter is described 
as a Ti oúpavfw ÓTrTacfa, a "heavenly appearing. "134 There is no 
justification then for basing any understanding of visionary appear- 
ances on the word when. 
Now what can be concluded about the nature or form of the 
Resurrection appearances? Paul's argument in I Corinthians 15:42 -ff. 
would indicate a transformed corporeality. Although the presence of 
Christ in the appearances was non -visionary, there are, as Michaelis 
contends, no categories of human seeing which are adequate to explain 
133Wilhelm Michaelis, "ópáw," Theological Dictionary of the 
New Testament, ed. by Gerhard Friedrich, trans. by Geoffrey W. 
Bromiley, Grand Rapids, 1968, V, 358. 
1346TTaafa should not necessarily be thought of as a "vision," 
a common translation of the word, but an appearance. Luke's normal 
word for "vision" is ópaua, cf. Acts 10:17. It might also be added 
that the normal designation of óIrTaafa is that of a non -visionary 
appearance. See Michaelis, op. cit., pp. 353, 357, 372. An excep- 
tion to this is in the plural ó1Taafaç in II Cor. 12:1, but as 
Michaelis shows the usage there is different than is found in the 
singular. Ibid., p. 357. 
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them.135 He concludes that the appearances should be described 
. . as manifestations in the sense of revelation rather than 
making visible. "136 There is no evidence that Paul either rejected 
the bodily resurrection of Jesus or yet believed that the resurrected 
body was to be equated with the present body of flesh. It has already 
been shown that Paul believed that the Christian's resurrection will 
be like that of Jesus Christ and that he tried to establish a trans- 
formed bodily resurrection for the believer.137 
It may also be argued that the appearances of Jesus were not 
proofs primarily demonstrating in an objective manner to everyone 
that Jesus was alive after death.138 Indeed, there are no appear- 
ances recorded which were not to his followers or those who became 
such. Lampe says that the appearances were the way in which the 
Risen Lord called men into service,139 although it must be added that 
the appearances also called the disciples to a renewed faith in 
Jesus. 
One of the main objections to the "objective" vision pro- 
posal is that this understanding of the Resurrection appearances 
reduces the basis of Christian faith to the testimony of a few 
individuals who experienced little more than a vision. Such objec- 
tions come, however, from a failure in part to understand the nature 
of Christian faith, i.e., that it involves "risk" and cannot seek 
refuge in the security of some demonstrable facts. This objection 
135Ibid., p. 359. 136Ibid. 
137Cf. Chapter VI, p. 149. This writer is unaware of any 
significant number of scholars who argue for a physical resurrection 
of Jesus from the grave in the sense of a restoration or resuscita- 
tion to his former earthy existence. 
138Lampe and MacKinnon, loc. cit. 139Ibid. 
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comes from those who, according to Lampe, seek guarantees for faith; 
but God, on the other hand, ". . . makes his activity known to faith, 
and faith is not compatible with unmistakable proofs. .140 Faith is 
indeed every bit faith and not sight. As will be shown later, Chris- 
tian faith cannot advance beyond the faith of the earliest Christian 
disciples, and faith cannot verify the testimonies of those disciples 
through any historical methods. 
But is this view a correct one? It is true that Paul's 
experience with the Risen Lord seems to be best described by the word 
vision, as is indeed the case in Acts 26:19. However, were all of 
the appearances like this? Because the same term, then, is used in 
I Corinthians 15:4 -8, does it thereby follow that anything more than 
Paul's claim to have encountered the same Lord was intended, i.e., 
the disciples through a bodily appearance and Paul through a vision- 
ary one ?141 Could it be that Paul's reference to ÉKTpWua in verse 8 
would indicate a difference in his encounter with the Risen Christ? 
This explanation is mere speculation, of course, and in the hurry to 
disassociate Paul's experience from that of the other disciples it 
may fail to recognize the character of the appearances of Jesus in the 
Gospels. 
First of all, it should be noted that in the Gospels there is 
the peculiar problem of some of the disciples failing to recognize 
Jesus in his appearances to them.142 In Luke's story about the 
appearance on the road to Emmaus, Jesus is not at first recognized; 
140Ibid., p. 37. 141Cf. Grant, loc. cit. 
142It is quite possible that the revelatory nature of the 
appearances is the reason that among the disciples "some doubted" in 
Matt. 28:17, even though Matthew does not mention directly any diffi- 
culty in recognizing the Risen One as Jesus of Nazareth. 
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but only after he broke bread with the two disciples and departed did 
they "know" who he was (Luke 24:30 -34). In the following appearance 
to the rest of the disciples, Jesus had to demonstrate that he was 
not a spirit, and also to dispel the questionings of who he was.143 
In John 20:14 -16, Mary does not at first recognize Jesus until he 
speaks her name. The Johannine Appendix is quite similar here as 
well; it is only after a miracle is performed that the Beloved Disci- 
ple recognizes that the one standing on the beach is Jesus the Lord 
(21:4 -7). Even John's story of Jesus' appearance to the disciples- - 
without Thomas -- suggests the need for Jesus to show some sign to 
prove he was the same as he who was crucified (20:20). 
Reginald Fuller believes that the witnesses' difficulty in 
recognizing Jesus is a sign that his appearances were not "this - 
worldly occurrences," but were of a revelatory nature, perceived only 
by those whose eyes were open to such things.144 This is a point 
often overlooked by those who find physical manifestations of the 
Risen Lord in the Gospels. It is true that Luke takes the time to 
describe Jesus' resurrection appearances in a concrete physical way 
(24:37 -42), but his purpose for doing so is to dispel the notion that 
Jesus was a spirit (24:37, 39). Jesus' ability to disappear (24:31) 
and then to re- appear might give some of the disciples the belief 
that only a spirit was in their midst, but Luke wishes to emphasize 
that this is not so; Jesus' new mode of existence was bodily, but not 
limited by the physical realm of the this -worldly existence. John, 
who along with Luke describes the resurrection of Jesus in a very 
concrete fashion, also depicts the Risen Jesus as having no physical 
143This is apparent from 24:38. 
144R. H. Fuller, off. cit., p. 75. 
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limitations in his bodily existence. In 20:19 the disciples are 
huddled together in a house with "the doors being shut;" and yet 
Jesus comes and stands in their midst, evidently passing through 
the walls or doors. This seems especially clear in the following 
appearance to Thomas eight days later, "The doors were shut, but 
Jesus came and stood among them . . ." (v. 26), yet it is in the 
Thomas story that an invitation is given by Jesus to touch his hands 
and side. The new mode of existence of the resurrected Lord was not 
spirit, but a bodily existence not govered by the limitations of the 
body which hung on the cross even though it could be identified with 
it (Jn. 20:20, 27). 
Matthew also appears to be in basic agreement with this 
picture of the Risen Lord. Notice that the stone is rolled away by 
the angel of the Lord not to let Jesus out, but to let the women in 
(28:2 -6)1 Jesus is already out, obviously having come through the 
walls of the tomb. On the other hand, however, Matthew shows that 
the Risen Lord can be touched as well as heard (28:9 -10). 
It seems, therefore, that the problems of doubt and the 
difficulty in the initial recognition of Jesus in some of the narra- 
tives are due to the revelatory and unique nature of the appearances. 
The resurrection of Jesus was a bodily one, yet beyond the this - 
worldly understanding of that term. Perhaps some of the many differ- 
ences between the Resurrection appearances should be understood in 
such a context, although this cannot be argued conclusively.145 It 
is most important, however, that each of the Evangelists in his own 
way seeks to establish the continuity between the crucified Jesus 
145William Lillie, "The Empty Tomb and the Resurrection," 
Historicity and Chronology in the New Testament, ed. by M. C. Perry, 
London, 1965, VI, 132 -4. 
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and the Risen Lord. He who died is the same as he who has appeared 
to his followers. This for them should be coupled with the charge of 
evangelism (missionary motif) which is most clearly seen in Matthew 
28:19 -20; Luke 24:45 -49; Acts 1:8; and John 20:19 -23.146 
Perhaps the desire to show Paul's lack of information regard- 
ing the empty tomb has caused some scholars to emphasize the discon- 
tinuity between the Gospel narratives and Paul; but even though the 
Gospels seem to indicate that the appearances of Jesus were physical 
in nature (so Luke 24 and in John 20:26), they also hint at the 
revelatory nature of the appearances. In the Gospels it can be seen 
that the appearances were not just bodily in nature, but that they 
were of a different order than is generally understood by that term. 
It may also be suggested that since this is not as clear in the Gos- 
pels as it is in Paul, the Gospels should be understood in light of 
Paul's commentary on the nature of the resurrected body. By studying 
Paul, the exegete is more aware of a new mode of bodily existence in 
the resurrection than is apparent in a simple examination of the Gos- 
pels by themselves. 
The Ascension says in part that the appearances of Christ 
ceased after a period of time and that whatever their nature, they 
were encountered by only a select few.147 Not every Christian 
encounters Christ in the same way. The Apostles experienced some- 
thing which not only transformed their lives but which also ceased to 
occur after a relatively short period of time. 
146The redactional sections, Mk. 16:15 -18 and possibly Jn. 
21:15 -22, should also be added to this. 
147Cf. Acts 1:21 -25 -- the basis for the selection of an 
apostolic replacement, and I Cor. 15:8 -- "last of all when to me." 
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It cannot be denied (a) that both. Paul and the Gospels 
reflect a spiritual or revelatory encounter with the Risen Lord, but 
also (b) that they both speak of the bodily nature of the resurrec- 
tion of Jesus. Together this leads one to conclude that the nature 
of the resurrected body and therefore the nature of the manifesta- 
tions to the disciples were spiritual -bodily (transformed -bodily) 
appearances whatever that may have involved. It has been argued 
elsewhere148 that in Paul the "old body" of flesh was transformed 
and incorporated into the new. How this was done or what the results 
were remains a mystery, but this writer believes that the truth of 
the matter probably lies somewhere between a visionary nature of the 
resurrection and a physical resurrection from the dead. It is signi- 
ficant, however, that all of the New Testament information surround- 
ing the event would coincide with the view of a transformed -bodily 
resurrection appearance. The empty tomb supports the conclusion that 
the Resurrection was bodily and the various reports of Jesus' going 
through doors or suddenly appearing and vanishing (Lk. 24:31) sup- 
port the contention that the appearances were significantly more than 
physical manifestations. The varying reports on the location of the 
Resurrection appearances might also support this thesis. There were 
no parallels to this kind of a manifestation, and indeed there are 
none today. The resurrection appearances of Jesus were unique and 
revelatory and are transmitted as such in the New Testament. 
In conclusion, the most important term in discussing this 
subject is the word "objective." Whether one goes along with H. 
Grass and G. W. H. Lampe on the nature of the Resurrection appear- 
ances or with Karl Barth, G. E. Ladd, and C. F. D. Moule who accept 
148Chapter IV, pp. 152-6. 
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the transformed bodily Resurrection appearances, both of these posi- 
tions agree with the fact that the Easter event was not a product of 
the disciples' faith, but the activity of God. This writer believes, 
however, that the transformed bodily understanding of the resurrec- 
tion of Jesus and his appearances best accounts for the New Testament 
traditions on the subject. At any rate, Bultmann's contention that 
the resurrection of Jesus was, according to the New Testament, a 
resuscitation of a corpse cannot be substantiated. R. H. Fuller is 
correct in saying that the appearances were of a revelatory and not 
of a "this- worldly' nature.149 
Finally, it is generally agreed that a Christian confesses 
faith in the Risen Christ. This writer believes, however, that this 
confession could be stated more precisely by saying that a Christian 
confesses that Jesus of Nazareth, the Christ of faith, actually rose 
from the dead. The physiological, spiritual, or psychological nature 
of that event, however, is no more clear to Christian faith than it 
is to the critical historian. The historian may claim that something 
happened and the Christian may claim to know what happened, but how 
it happened escapes both. That Jesus rose from the dead and that he 
appeared is a part of the Church's confession, but how he was raised 
(bodily) and how he appeared (bodily) must in large part remain a 
mystery. In the New Testament this was a revelatory event without 
parallel; and, though it is possible to say "transformed corporeality" 
with regard to the resurrection of Jesus, it is by no means clear 
what exactly is meant thereby. There are no adequate human expres- 
sions available for a description of this event. 
149R. H. Fuller, loc. cit. 
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II. A SUMMARY OF THE EVENTS OF EASTER 
From the previous discussion of the Easter tradition, the 
following may be suggested. The Evangelists are agreed that after 
Jesus was crucified, he was buried by Joseph of Arimathea in a tomb 
near the city of Jerusalem on the day of Preparation (Friday) as the 
Sabbath was approaching. When the Sabbath was over a group of women 
from Galilee (or perhaps just Mary) came to the tomb where Jesus was 
buried to pay their final respects to their departed Lord. Upon 
reaching the tomb, however, it was found to be empty; and this was 
reported by the women perhaps with an assurance of the significance 
of the tomb to the disciples who were still in Jerusalem possibly in 
hiding. Some of the disciples, or perhaps just Peter, examined the 
tomb after hearing the report and confirmed the report that the tomb 
was in fact empty. This caused questioning among the disciples, but 
as yet there was no firm commitment of faith at this point, and the 
disciples returned to Galilee, though it is not clear how soon after 
the discovery of the tomb that they returned. In Galilee, however, 
Jesus appeared to the disciples re- establishing their faith and 
giving to them their call to missionary service. If there were no 
appearances in Galilee, it is difficult to understand why the disci- 
ples ever came back to Jerusalem unless with C. F. D. Moule one is 
prepared to say that their return was due to the next Pilgrim 
feast.150 At any rate, they probably returned to Jerusalem having 
already experienced in Galilee an appearance from the risen Jesus, 
though this is not at all clear in the narratives. Jesus' final 
appearance(s) to the disciples then may have been in Jerusalem or 
150Moule, "The Post -Resurrection Appearance in Light of 
Festival Pilgrimages," 22: cit., pp. 58 -ff. 
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just outside of Jerusalem. Though the location of the appearances is 
not clear in the Easter narratives, the fact that Jesus was raised 
from the dead and appeared to them is. Belief in Jesus' resurrection 
from the dead and the conviction that he had indeed appeared to the 
disciples after his resurrection became the primary thrust of the 
early Christian preaching (Acts 2). 
Although there is no doubt about the earliest Christians' 
belief in the resurrection of Jesus, the nature of his resurrection 
is not at all clear. Although the empty tomb indeed pointed to the 
mode of his resurrection, there is no clear understanding of the 
nature of the Resurrection appearances. In the Gospels the resur- 
rected Jesus is seen walking through closed doors, appearing and 
disappearing at will, and leaving an element of doubt regarding the 
ability of the disciples to recognize him. This plus the manner in 
which Luke describes Paul's encounter with the Risen Lord, together 
with the language Paul himself uses to describe that encounter, leads 
one to believe that the appearances were more than simple visions, 
yet not at all normal physical manifestations. For these reasons, 
this writer suggests that the most appropriate way of describing the 
appearances of Jesus is to say that they were "revelatory" or 
"revelational," thereby retaining something of the unique and 
mysterious character of the appearances. 
This rather brief digest of the preceding investigation of 
the Resurrection narratives is an attempt not only to point out some 
of the difficulties in the Easter traditions, but also and primarily 
to indicate this writer's understanding of the events of Easter. The 
above is offered as a small contribution toward the unraveling of the 
Easter story and is not intended to be a definitive explanation of 
what happened in the resurrection of Jesus. 
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III. FURTHER COMMENT ON THE RESURRECTION NARRATIVES 
There are at least eleven distinguishable appearance stories 
in the Gospel narratives (including Mk. 16:9 -20 and Jn. 21) in which 
the Risen Lord appears to his followers. They are as follows: 
1. Matthew 28:9 -10, to the women at the tomb. 
2. Matthew 28:16 -20, to the eleven disciples in Galilee. 
3. Luke 24:13 -35, to the two disciples on the Road to Emmaus.151 
4. Luke 24:36 -53, to the disciples in Jerusalem (vv. 50 -53 are 
treated as part of the same appearance). 
5. John 20:11 -18, to Mary Magdalene at the tomb. 
6. John 20:19 -23, to the disciples in Jerusalem. 
7. John 20:24 -29, to Thomas in Jerusalem. 
8. John 21:1 -22, to the seven disciples at the Sea of Tiberias (the 
dialogue with Peter /vv. 15 -22% is evidently in the presence of 
the others).152 
9. Mark 16:9 -11, to Mary Magdalene.152 
10. Mark 16:12 -13, to the two disciples walking in the country 
(Emmaus ?).152 
11. Mark 16:14 -20, to the eleven disciples in Jerusalem ( ?) (this 
was concluded with his Ascension) .152 
Although Luke has no appearance of Jesus to the women as does 
Matthew (28:9 -10) and John (20:11 -18), it is difficult to see what is 
disclosed in Matthew's and John's narration of such an appearance 
which is not discernible in Luke's witness of the two angels at the 
151The appearance to Peter in 24:34 is only stated rather 
than narrated. 
152This story is not to be accepted as an original part of 
the Gospel in which it appears. 
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tomb. Matthew's account of the appearance of Jesus to the women adds 
little to the story already told by the angel (28:5 -7), unless its 
purpose is to indicate to the women that in their ability to touch 
Jesus' feet they were encountering a "real Person. "153 However, this 
point is clear in the angelic message; and it is difficult to see why 
Matthew added this appearance unless there was a strong tradition 
behind it causing the writer to incorporate it into his narrative. 
The similar passage in John where Jesus appears to Mary154 
also appears to be a very early tradition. John completely negates 
the message of the angels to Mary in favor of making the disclosure 
of the meaning of the empty tomb come from the Risen Lord himself. 
Matthew and John agree that Jesus appeared to the women at the tomb 
and even on the fact that Jesus was touched by them (or Mary) as well 
as the fact that they were given the charge to tell the disciples. 
The basic point of difference is on John's use of the tradition to 
illustrate a theological truth, i.e., the exaltation of Jesus in his 
resurrection from the dead. This is not unlike John's expansion of 
the story of the grave clothes (20:3 -10, cf. Lk. 24:12) to illustrate 
a point.155 C. H. Dodd finds the typical appearance pattern in each 
of these two appearance narratives,156 which suggests to this writer 
John's and Luke's mutual dependence upon a common tradition. Dodd, 
who distinguishes this tradition from folklore, believes that the 
story shows itself to be original and ". . . has something indefinably 
153C. H. Dodd, More New Testament Studies, Grand Rapids, 
1968, p. 106. 
154At least; note v. 2 "we." 155Cf. above, pp. 274 -8. 
156Dodd, ça. cit., pp. 104, 106, 113, i.e., A. The Situation: 
Christ's followers are bereft of their Lord. B. The Appearance of 
the Lord. C. The Greeting. D. The Recognition. E. The Word of 
Command. 
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first -hand about it. "157 He bases his view primarily upon the 
. . reflective, subtle, most delicate approach to the depths of 
human experience . . . "158 found in this story. 
It would appear then that there may have been an appearance 
of Jesus to the women (or Mary) at the tomb which is attested to in 
subsequent early traditions (Mk. 16:9 -11). There is also mention in 
all four Gospels of an appearance of Jesus to the disciples, or at 
least the promise of an appearance to them (Mk. 16:7), so there is 
little doubt that all of the Evangelists accepted this as true.159 
A common theme in the appearance narratives is the element of 
doubt by some that Jesus was raised from the dead. See especially 
Matthew 28:17; Luke 24:11, 38 -42; John 20:24 -29; Mark 16:12 -14. 
Matthew indicates that those who doubted did so after the appearance 
of Jesus to them while the other Evangelists point to Jesus' rebuke 
of those who refused to believe the reports that he was indeed alive. 
In Matthew the element of doubt is not rebuked but is dismissed 
(evidently) with Jesus' reference to his authority. Perhaps it is as 
Hugh Anderson suggests that the "doubt" mentioned in Matthew reflects 
the questionings of the later Church ". . . about a new Easter cer- 
tainty and conviction. "160 It is probably true that the other narra- 
tives which mention this element of doubt do so with the subsequent 
developing Church in mind. The reference to Thomas (Jn. 20:24 -29) is 
clearly such a reference where Thomas is representative of the doubt- 
ing element in the Church. 
157Ibid., p. 115. 158Ibid. 
159It is interesting that Paul adds more appearances (I Cor. 
15:5 -9) than do the Evangelists. 
160Anderson, óp. cit., p. 224. 
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Another interesting phenomenon in the Resurrection narratives 
is John's view of the self -raising of Jesus from the dead. This is 
not clear in the other Gospels, but John is unambiguous in stating 
that Jesus raised himself from the dead (cf. 2:19, 21 and 10:17 -18). 
Oepke says that this concept is found first in the New Testament 
literature in John, the earliest view being that it was God who 
raised up Jesus from the dead, e.a., Acts 2:24, 32.161 
Another area worthy of comment in this section has to do with 
the Gospel references to the resurrection of Jesus as a fulfillment 
of Scripture. In Luke's and John's Resurrection narratives (as well 
as the Resurrection tradition in I Cor. 15) there is such an 
appea1.162 Part of the difficulty here, of course, has to do with 
determining which Scriptures each writer had in mind. Although it is 
not always clear which Old Testament passages are referred to, R. H. 
Fuller may be correct in suggesting which ones the Evangelists may 
have had in mind. He says that the texts most commonly used in the 
earliest Christian preaching included Deuteronomy 18:15 (the prophet 
like unto Moses), Psalms 22 and 69 (the Passion Psalms), Psalm 110 
(the exaltation of Christ to the right hand of God), and Isaiah 42:1 - 
ff. and 53 (Jesus as the Servant of God).163 However, it cannot be 
maintained --and Fuller would certainly agree164 --that the early 
Church expected the resurrection of Jesus because of their interpre- 
tation of the Old Testament. Rather, the resurrection of Jesus took 
161Albrecht Oepke,"Eysípw," Theological Dictionary of the 
New Testament, ed. by Gerhard Kittel, trans. by Geoffrey W. Bromley, 
Grand Rapids, 1964, II, 335. 
162Cf. Lk. 24:27, 46 -ff.; Jn. 20:9; and I Cor. 15:3 -4. See 
especially Acts 2:25 -36; 13:32 -37. 
163Fuller, pQ. cit., p. 76. 164Ibid., p. 75. 
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them by surprise. The early Christians were quite concerned, as A. 
R. C. Leaney notes, to find some Scripture ". . . to fit a fact, and 
were far from inventing a fact to fit a scripture. "165 Few scholars 
would doubt that the event of Christ powerfully influenced the early 
Christians' understanding of the Old Testament. The importance of 
the Scriptures in the thinking of all Jews probably encouraged the 
Christians to establish the resurrection of Jesus securely in the Old 
Testament; and conversely, the significance of the resurrection of 
Jesus to the early Church drove them to the Old Testament to justify 
their claim that the Risen Christ was the agent of God's redemption. 
It would thus appear that the references to Scripture by Luke 
and John --as well as Paul- -which supposedly describe the resurrection 
of Jesus are more correctly indications that the early Christian 
Church's understanding of the Old Testament was radically altered by 
their encounter with the Risen Christ.166 
The Church found it difficult to find Old Testament refer- 
ences to the Resurrection; and as C. F. Evans writes, "Resurrection 
is certainly not something which could have been arrived at by 
reflection on the Old Testament, "167 The resurrection of Jesus, 
then, was read back into the Old Testament, not derived from it. In 
fact, apart from the Resurrection actually taking place, it is diffi- 
165A. R. C. Leaney, "Theophany, Resurrection and History," 
Studia Evangelica, ed. by F. L. Cross, Berlin, 1968, Band 103, V, 
112 
166Bultmann notes that this apologetic use of Scripture was 
in existence well before the time of Paul as is seen in his use of 
"KaTá Tá.s ypacás" (I Cor. 15:3 -ff.). Neville Clark has a good dis- 
cussion of how the resurrection of Jesus caused a radical re- examina- 
tion of the Old Testament in the early Church for the purposes of 
founding its new understanding of the Messiah in Scripture. Cf. 
Neville Clark, Interpreting the Resurrection, London, 1967, pp. 44 -58. 
167Evans, off. cit., p. 14. 
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cult to account for the very centrality of the Resurrection itself in 
the thinking of the early Church, so vague was the reference to it in 
the Old Testament. Although this argument should not be pushed too 
far, the early Church's attempts to establish the resurrection of 
Jesus in the Old Testament should point not only to the great signi- 
ficance which that event had in the earliest Christian community, but 
also to the difficulty of locating the origins of Resurrection faith 
in anything other than the Easter event itself. Apart from their 
strong belief that Jesus had in fact been raised from the dead, there 
appears to be no good reason for such attempts to justify their use 
of the Old Testament in this matter. 
It will be noted in closing that there has not been any dis- 
cussion of the so- called transposed resurrection narratives in the 
preceding examination.168 The reason for this omission is that this 
writer is unimpressed with arguments for calling such passages resur- 
rection appearances. Not only do these supposed appearance stories 
fail to conform to the usual appearance pattern,169 but also it is 
not clear what reasons or motives the Evangelists would have had in 
transposing such appearance stories. What purpose would that pro- 
cedure serve? Are they attempts to deify Jesus before the cross? R. 
H. Fuller's convincing discussion of the passages in question has 
made it unnecessary for this writer to examine that area here.170 
168R. H. Fuller has listed these as (1) the miraculous draft 
of fishes (Lk. 5:1 -11); (2) the stilling of the storm (Mk. 4:35 -41); 
(3) the walking on the water (Mk. 6:45 -52); (4) the feeding of the 
multitude (Mk. 6:32 -44; 8:1 -10); (5) the transfiguration (Mk. 9:2 -8); 
and (6) the "thou art Peter" saying (Matt. 16:17 -19). See his 
excellent discussion on these passages in The Formation of the Resur- 
rection Narratives, op. cit., pp. 160 -7. 
169See C. H. Dodd, off. cit., pp. 104, 106, 113, 122 -ff. 
170Fuller, loc. cit. 
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Also, such a discussion is not parallel in importance to the above 




AN EVALUATION OF THE EVIDENCE FOR THE RESURRECTION OF JESUS 
A careful look at the New Testament evidence for the resur- 
rection of Jesus leaves serious questions unanswered. However, 
although the general character of the evidence leaves one with less 
than absolute confidence regarding many aspects of the Resurrection, 
the case is not inconsiderable. Some aspects of the New Testament 
proclamation are not seriously questioned, e.1., that the early 
Church unanimously believed that Jesus of Nazareth had been raised 
from the dead, but historical investigation into the nature of the 
event or the evidence for the event is met with difficulty at several 
junctures. Many of the problems, as has been shown, have to do with 
a correlation of the various Easter traditions. In this chapter an 
attempt will be made to indicate and analyze the traditional argu- 
ments in favor of the resurrection of Jesus. 
At the outset it should be made clear that a decision regard- 
ing this evidence which follows cannot be made without a recourse to 
religious presuppositions. This question has been discussed in 
Chapter V where it was made clear how presuppositions play a signifi- 
cant role in all decisions about the past. Some Christian apolo- 
gists, however, have wrongly tried to "prove" the resurrection of 
Jesus historically believing that they are guided only by "the facts" 
and that their "impartial" investigations have led them to conclude 
that God has indeed raised up Jesus from the deadi1 Such men have 
'J. N. D. Anderson, Christianity: The Witness of History, 
London, 1969; Merrill C. Tenney, The Reality of the Resurrection, 
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frequently pointed to the prevailing presuppositions of those with 
whom they disagree, but have all too often failed to appreciate the 
degree to which their own theological or religious presuppositions 
have guided their work. In this chapter care will be taken to point 
out some of the strengths and weaknesses of the evidence set forth as 
well as the presuppositions which frequently accompany such evidence. 
There have also been a number of critical scholars who, with 
reference to naturalistic presuppositions, have frequently failed to 
appreciate the strong cumulative witness to the resurrection of Jesus 
which, not without some reservations, should require more careful 
consideration.2 This witness or evidence for the Resurrection is 
inferential evidence which may be divided into two categories: 
"objective" and "experiential" evidence. The first has to do with 
the interpretive evidence of sight and the latter with the evidence 
of Christian experience. 
I. THE OBJECTIVE3 EVIDENCE 
The Appearances of Jesus 
The first and primary argument for the resurrection of Jesus 
in the New Testament is his post- resurrection appearances to his 
Chicago, 1963, Frank Morrison, Who Moved the Stone ?, London, 1930. 
2Rudolf Bultmann, Theology of the New Testament, trans. by 
Kendrick Grobel, London, 1970 -1, I, 44 -6. 
3The word "objective" here does not necessarily refer to the 
kind of evidence which could be accounted for by an objective cri- 
tical examination of the past, but to the fact that this is the evi- 
dence of "sight" by eyewitnesses who by first hand observation were 
able to verify the claims made about the resurrection of Christ. 
With regard to the appearances of Christ, the emphasis is upon the 
fact that Christ appeared to the disciples in a way which could be 
perceived by sight and sound. This is, of course, "reported" evi- 
dence which cannot be verified by a cross examination of the sources 
and is therefore open for numerous interpretations. 
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followers. All of the Resurrection narratives either narrate an 
appearance of the risen Jesus or it is expected that Jesus will soon 
appear to his disciples, as in Mark 16:7. It is clear from the 
Easter tradition in I Corinthians 15:3 -8 that the early Church's 
kerygma4 reflects belief in the death, burial, and resurrection of 
Jesus. It is also clear from this passage that the primary reason 
for the Church's confidence in the Resurrection is the Easter appear- 
ances of Jesus to the disciples. In this sense, the Church's confi- 
dence in the resurrection of Jesus in part is based on an inference 
or an interpretation drawn from the appearances. It was the eyewit- 
ness testimony of the earliest Christians to Jesus' aliveness after 
his death which led the early Church to conclude that Jesus had been 
raised from the dead. Whatever is meant by the term "resurrection," 
it is clear that the young Jewish Church thought it was the most 
appropriate term for describing the existence of Jesus after his 
death on the cross. This "interpretation "5 is of course a reasonable 
deduction or a logical inference if the term "resurrection" is under- 
stood to refer to one's return to life from death. However, it is 
not altogether clear from either the term "resurrection" or from an 
inquiry into the appearance stories in the New Testament exactly what 
it was that happened in the resurrection of Jesus. The appearance 
stories argue for Jesus' aliveness after death, but the sense in 
which this is to be understood is not clear. Can it be deduced from 
4See Chapter IV, pp. 105, 115 -8. 
5This is the term Willi Marxsen uses to describe the early 
Church's belief in the resurrection of Jesus. Cf. Willi Marxsen, 
Gerhard Delling, Ulrich Wilckens, and Hans -George Geyer, The Signifi- 
cance of the Message of the Resurrection for Faith in Jesus Christ, 
ed. by C. F. D. Moule, trans. by Dorothea M. Barton and R. A. Wilson, 
London, 1968, p. 31. 
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the appearance stories that Jesus was raised to his former existence 
as Luke 24:39 -43 seems to imply, or that he was raised to a new mode 
of existence, perhaps spiritual, as one can see in Jesus' ability to 
appear suddenly and then disappear as in Luke 24:13 -31? Such seeming 
conflicts in the Resurrection narratives have led some scholars to the 
position that the resurrection of Jesus was a physical event in the 
fullest sense of that term,6 while others have argued for a spiritual 
or visionary type event.7 Again another position has been set forth 
saying that the resurrection of Jesus was more than a visionary 
experience encountered by the disciples, but still it was something 
other than restoration to his former existence. It has been suggested 
by several scholars that Jesus' resurrection was a mystical or spiri- 
tual event and yet corporeal, i.e., involving the resurrection of his 
body.8 A final answer to the question of the nature of the appear- 
ances of Jesus, or yet of his resurrection, may never be found which 
will satisfy all; but it is generally accepted that the result of 
what happened in the resurrection of Jesus and his appearances was 
the transformation of a handful of discouraged followers of an execu- 
ted prophet into a band of dynamic disciples. 
All of the Resurrection narratives agree that the resurrec- 
tion of Jesus was to a mode of life which was significantly --and 
mysteriously --more than his former existence. They also agree that 
what the disciples encountered in their Easter experiences was some- 
6Clark H. Pinnock, "In Defense of the Resurrection," Chris- 
tianity Today, 9:6 -8, Apri1,9, 1965. 
7G. W. H. Lampe and D. M. MacKinnon, The Resurrection, Lon- 
don, 1966, pp. 36 -7. 
8A. M. Ramsey, The Resurrection of Christ, London, 1966, pp. 
46 -8; W. J. Sparrow Simpson, The Resurrection and the Christian 
Faith, Grand Rapids, 1968, pp. 312 -4. 
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thing real and objective and totally unexpected which was not brought 
about because of any psychical or subjective experiences of their 
own. 
Beyond these agreements there are difficulties in just about 
every other aspect of the appearance stories. They do not seem to 
give, in themselves, conclusive evidence of what it was that happened 
in the resurrection of Jesus. For example, Paul's list of eyewit- 
nesses to the appearances of Jesus in I Corinthians 15 is little more 
than just a list, not at all composed with a view toward modern stan- 
dards of historical evidence. There is no way of examining Paul's 
list of witnesses and no way of corroborating the existence of such 
testimony. It should also be noted that none of the Evangelists, all 
of whom wrote /compiled their gospels after the time of the writing of 
I Corinthians, mention the list which Paul sets forth. There is no 
mention of the "above five hundred brethren" (I Cor. 15:6) in any 
other passage in the New Testament, nor is there any specific refer- 
ence to the appearance to "James, then to all the apostles" (15:7). 
None of the Evangelists give this particular succession of the 
appearances; and since Paul does not expand on what it was that hap- 
pened in the Resurrection, it is difficult to argue finally from a 
historical perspective that such an event actually took place. The 
evidential value of Paul's list therefore is not conclusive. The 
list here has little more historical significance than a passing 
reference except to say that it shows that Paul was convinced, and he 
believed others also were convinced that the resurrection of Jesus 
was a well -known fact. This, of course, is not irrelevant, but 
again, not at all conclusive. 
The appearance stories in the Gospels have already been 
examined; and it was shown that, with regard to the nature of the 
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appearances, the time and location of the appearances, and to whom 
Jesus first appeared, the evidence is not very helpful in establish- 
ing a final solution to the problems. There is not enough historical 
evidence to say with certainty what it was that happened "on the 
third day." It may rightly be argued that "something" did happen to 
change the lives of the disciples; but the New Testament documents do 
not allow one to say finally what it was, only that the early Church 
believed that Jesus had been raised from the dead. Even there it is 
not altogether clear what they believed had happened as far as the 
nature of the event is concerned, but that is not the primary ques- 
tion here.9 
Perhaps a final point, already referred to,10 should be men- 
tioned again, namely that the earliest written sources concerning the 
resurrection of Jesus date from 52 -54 A.D. (I Cor.) and between 62 -95 
A.D. (the Gospels). This fact in itself would generally create sus- 
picion in the mind of the historian regarding the value of the 
sources since, as is well known, traditions tend to grow over a 
period of time. This phenomenon, of course, can be detected in the 
Easter narratives in the story of the guard at the tomb (Matt. 27:62- 
66; 28:11 -15). Added to this, it is not definite that the eyewitness 
testimony regarding the Easter appearances is anything more than 
"second- hand" testimony except in the case of Paul (I Cor. 9:1; 15:8). 
Therefore the one who believes in the resurrection of Jesus must also 
confess to some degree his confidence in the validity of the testi- 
mony of the early Church concerning the fate of Jesus. One cannot 
rationally authenticate his confidence in that testimony especially 
9See Chapter VII for a more complete discussion of this area. 
10Chapter VI, Section 1. 
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because there are a number of conflicting strands within it which at 
present are difficult to bring together due to the uncritical nature 
of the sources which give testimony to the appearances of Jesus. 
Although the appearance stories are the primary New Testament evi- 
dence for belief in the resurrection of Jesus, the testimony here is 
not the kind which would lead to an unqualified confidence regarding 
the events they describe. But again, they do agree that the one who 
died and was buried is the same one who rose on the third day and 
appeared to the disciples. 
The Empty -Tomb Story 
Perhaps the second most frequently appealed to apologetic for 
the resurrection of Jesus is the empty -tomb tradition. Bultmann is 
correct in saying that this story was used by the early Church for 
apologetic purposes to prove the reality of the resurrection of 
Jesus.11 It has already been argued that the empty -tomb story was 
not a part of the earliest kerygma, but was generally acknowledged 
by all and later became a medium for proclaiming the Easter kerygma.12 
Although the existence of the empty tomb was common knowledge to both 
Christians and non -Christians alike,13 it later became a vehicle of 
proclamation and was used to corroborate the Easter message, viz., 
"He has risen, he is not here; see the place where they laid him" 
(Mk. 16:6). Even though it is clear that there were apologetic 
motifs behind placing the empty -tomb story into the Easter traditions 
11Rudolf Bultmann, The History of the Synoptic Tradition, 
trans. by John Marsh, Oxford, 1968, pp. 287, 290. 
12Chapter VI, Section 3. 
13The story of the guard at the tomb establishes this fact. 
See previous discussion Chapter VI, Section 3. 
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and that the story was used as a medium for the Easter proclamation, 
this should in no way suggest that the story was therefore a legend 
as Bultmann believes.14 Raymond Brown is right when he writes: 
The idea that the story of the discovery of the empty tomb 
was invented for apologetic purposes runs against the objection 
that a mere empty tomb proves nothing about resurrection. Our 
earliest traces of Jewish apologetics against the resurrection do 
not reject the empty tomb; they explain that the body was taken 
away by the disciples or someone else. . . . Moreover, were the 
story entirely an apologetic invention, women would not have been 
chosen as the ones to discover the tomb, since their testimony 
would have less public authority.15 
The empty tomb, therefore, was probably a well -known fact in 
the Jerusalem community; but it should be admitted that this fact by 
itself does not prove or substantiate the resurrection of Jesus. The 
story is bound up with the truthfulness of the appearance stories and 
cannot exist apart from them. An empty tomb does not mean in itself 
that Jesus has been raised from the dead. Indeed, if this were all 
the evidence for the Resurrection, it could be argued, for example, 
that someone removed the body of Jesus from the tomb to another loca- 
tion. And from the Gospels it can be shown that the empty tomb did 
not initiate faith, but a question and discouragement (Mk. 16:8; Jn. 
20:11 -ff.). An empty tomb is more of a presupposition for apostolic 
preaching of the Resurrection -- especially in Jerusalem --than a proof 
of the Resurrection. The evidential value of the empty -tomb story 
for establishing the resurrection of Jesus is only of negative signi- 
ficance, therefore, in the sense that had the Jews been able to find 
Jesus' body in the tomb where it was placed, this would have des- 
troyed or seriously damaged the apostolic preaching at least among 
14Bultmann, loc. cit. 
15Raymond E. Brown, The Virginal Conception and Bodily Resur- 
rection of Jesus, New York, 1973, p. 122n. 
358 
the Jews who held to a bodily resurrection from the dead. 
The importance of the empty -tomb tradition in the current 
debate over the reality of the resurrection of Jesus has not so much 
to do with the fact of the Resurrection as with the nature of it, 
i.e., Jesus' resurrection was a bodily one. In this sense then, the 
empty tomb is not so much an apologetic for the resurrection of Jesus 
as it is an indicator of how his resurrection was understood. How- 
ever, it must be admitted, with Edmond Flood, that one could not in 
any way deduce from the empty tomb alone the kind of resurrection 
claimed for Jesus Christ. The empty tomb is only supportive of the 
resurrection of Jesus, not conclusive evidence for it or even an 
adequate vehicle for fathoming its meaning. 16 
The compelling evidence for the disciples was not the empty 
tomb, but the appearances of Christ. This was, as Ramsey puts it, 
. , more than evidence, it was the risen Jesus Himself. "17 The 
empty tomb for them was insignificant in comparison to such an 
encounter with the risen Lord. The many infallible proofs to them 
(Acts 1:3) came in the form of the appearances. However, for subse- 
quent believers the story of the empty tomb had increased signifi- 
cance. It became a landmark for the reality of the Resurrection and 
was incorporated into the Church's proclamation as a clear sign of 
what had happened in the resurrection of Jesus, viz., "He has risen, 
he is not here; see the place where they laid him" (Mk. 16:6). 
The Evidence of the Church 
This argument is based upon the cause and effect premise, 
16Edmund Flood, The Resurrection, New York, 1963, pp. 43 -6. 
17Ramsey, 2E. cit., p. 45. 
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i.e., that the existence of the Church demands a cause and that the 
only adequate cause for the beginnings of the Church is the resurrec- 
tion of Jesus. Merrill Tenney contends that the origins of Chris- 
tianity can be traced from the resurrection of Jesus because one 
. . cannot affirm the effects and deny its cause. "18 He writes: 
Only the Easter fact can provide an adequate cause for the 
Easter faith. Unless the historic Person to whom the disciples 
had given their initial allegiance actually returned to life and 
made contact with them, their belief had no rational origin. No 
abstract process of reasoning would have inspired them to create 
the message of the gospel, or to preach it persistently and 
boldly. 
The development of the church in the first century confirmed 
the claims that Jesus had risen . .19 
This piece of support for the resurrection of Jesus is not 
only based upon the cause and effect premise, but also upon the early 
Church's belief in the accuracy of the eyewitness testimony to the 
post- resurrection appearances of Jesus. There can be no doubt that 
the earliest Christian Church believed that it owed its existence to 
the act of God in raising Jesus from the dead, but the means of sub- 
stantiating that belief was their appeal to the witness and experi- 
ence of some to the post- resurrection appearances of Jesus. The 
evidence from the apostles is quite small indeed since the only posi- 
tive eyewitness testimony to the appearances comes from Paul whose 
experience appears to be not quite as concrete as Tenney would sup - 
pose.20 The rest of the testimony has filtered through secondary 
18Tenney, off. cit., p. 144. 
19Ibid., p. 142. See also Alan Richardson, The Gospel and 
Modern Thought, London, 1950, pp. 55 -7, who is in basic agreement 
with Tenney. 
20There is some question about whether John the apostle 
actually wrote the Gospel which bears his name. If he is the author, 
then of course the eyewitness testimony is increased. This writer 
does not believe that the apostle Matthew wrote the gospel which 
bears his name though he may have had something to do with one or 
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sources over a period of some 30 -60 years before reaching the form in 
which it is preserved today. A casual look at the Easter narratives 
also shows that one cannot be quite so dogmatic regarding what pre- 
cisely the earliest Church believed about the resurrection of Jesus 
from the dead. It may be concluded then that although the early 
Church confessed faith in the resurrection of Jesus and claimed that 
its origins are rooted in that event, the argument from the existence 
of the Church is weak because the resurrection of Jesus cannot be 
clearly traced through the existing traditions of the Church. The 
eyewitness reports are not at all overwhelming and in fact they pre- 
sent serious questions when one tries to fit the various pieces of 
testimony into one coherent and unified witness to the Resurrection. 
The witness of the Church therefore is certainly not the kind of evi- 
dence which would in itself lead the critical historian to any final 
conclusion about the Church's origins. One must exercise a great 
deal of faith in order to proceed backwards from the growth in the 
early Church to the resurrection of Jesus. Indeed, one cannot pro- 
ceed historically very far, i.e., beyond the faith of the early 
Church regarding its origins. 
Perhaps another point against this cause and effect argument 
is that one would not be able to use it in the first decade or so of 
the Church's existence since, as O'Collins notes, there was little or 
no proof that Christianity in its initial beginning ". . . would 
prove tenacious enough to maintain its distinctiveness over against 
pios Judaism. "21 
more of the sources the actual writer /compiler used in producing his 
Gospel. 
21Gerald O'Collins, The Easter Jesus, London, 1973, p. 65. 
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The early Church, before its wide- spread growth, claimed that 
it owed its existence to God's activity in raising Jesus from the 
dead; and their knowledge of this was two -fold: the witness of those 
who encountered the risen Christ, and the witness of the Holy Spirit 
(Acts 5:32). Although one is hard pressed to examine the latter, 
there is great need to scrutinize the former. The argument from the 
Church's existence cannot be considered primary evidence so much as 
supplementary evidence which may add to the other testimony but may 
not in itself prove the case. 
It should be noted in closing that this evidence, though not 
demonstrative, is not negligible. The historian cannot avoid the 
question of what it was that changed the disciples from a band of 
defeated, discouraged men into leaders of a thriving community of 
faith. There is no evidence from the New Testament that the per- 
sonality of Jesus had so gripped the disciples that they were unable 
to think of him as dead and gone, and so they were (or became) con- 
vinced that he continued on. Without the resurrection of Jesus then, 
the historian has the problem of explaining the existence of the 
Church. To what does it owe its existence? 
II. THE EVIDENCE FROM CHRISTIAN EXPERIENCE 
This line of evidence has to do essentially with the Chris- 
tian's encounter with the risen Christ and is very highly subjective 
especially if but one of the following examples is isolated from the 
rest. This argument has first of all to do with the unique experi- 
ence of the disciples with the risen Christ and subsequently with the 
experience of the Church with her risen Lord. The strength of this 
argument lies in the combined witness of the Church to an encounter 
with the risen Christ. 
The Evidence from the Disciples and Paul 
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It has already been noted that the Gospels present the disci- 
ples as cowardly and discouraged men following the arrest and cruci- 
fixion of Jesus. Within a relatively short period of time, however, 
all of this changed; and the same disciples began to proclaim with 
boldness the aliveness of their slain leader, the result of which was 
the giving of the Spirit and the establishment of the Church. 
This kind of evidence is also based upon the cause and effect 
premise which argues that the only cause significantly capable of 
restoring the disciples' faith and confidence in their slain master 
would have been his resurrection from the dead.22 The disciples 
claim that Jesus was raised from the dead and appeared to them. This 
encounter affirmed to them his resurrection. 
Along with the disciples' spectacular change comes that of 
Saul of Tarsus who devoted himself to the task of destroying the 
Church (Gal. 1:13); but, while persecuting the Church, he, Paul, 
claims to have received an appearance from the risen Christ which 
changed his whole life. Indeed, he began ". . . preaching the faith 
he once tried to destroy" (Gal. 1:23). 
The argument for the resurrection of Christ drawn from this 
combination of transformed lives is not negligible. One must say 
that the disciples --and Paul- -were either mistaken or telling the 
truth about their experience with Christ.23 If these disciples, how- 
ever, did not convey accurately what happened in their encounters 
22See Tenney, op. cit., pp. 135 -7. 
23With few exceptions, there is not much debate going on 
presently regarding fradulent claims by these witnesses. Most 
scholars today discredit such arguments since the devotion and 
morality of the disciples have been reasonably established beyond 
serious question. 
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with the risen Christ, or if their precise testimony was "marred" in 
the Church's transmission of it, then their witness to such an event 
is obviously of lesser value in establishing the Resurrection. How- 
ever, if nothing more than a subjective feeling, hallucination, etc., 
occurred in these experiences, then the Christian message is in 
serious trouble and the reliability of the disciples' witness is 
highly questionable. There appears, however, to be nothing in the 
previous experience of either the disciples, Paul, or the "other 
apostles" (I Cor. 15:6 -8) who experienced such encounters to account 
for their common witness to the aliveness of Jesus after his death. 
The personality and teaching of Jesus clearly was not strong enough 
to enable the apostles to overcome the stigma of the cross (Lk. 24: 
21). This, of course, is especially true in the case of Paul. This 
point is made quite clear by A. M. Ramsey who contends that the his- 
torian who advances the hypothesis that the teaching and personality 
of Jesus had so influenced the disciples that they were unable to 
think of him as dead: 
. . . will be met by the evidence that the centre of their 
preaching was not the personality and teaching of Jesus but the 
Cross and the Resurrection. It must not be forgotten that the 
teaching and ministry of Jesus did not provide the disciples with 
a Gospel, and lead them from puzzle to paradox until the Resur- 
rection gave them the key.24 
Leonhard Goppelt adds to this that the conduct of Jesus' disciples 
after his death is without analogy.25 
The fact of the changed lives of the apostles does indeed 
beg for some form of explanation. The arguments for subjective 
24Ramsey, oj. cit., p. 40. 
25Leonhard Goppelt, Apostolic and Post -Apostolic Times, 
trans. by Robert A. Guelich, London, 1970, p. 8. 
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experiences are not at all convincing,26 and yet the alternatives are 
not easy. Either the apostles lied, or were mistaken, or they 
encountered something apart from themselves which caused this trans- 
formation. If the last option is taken, one is beset with diffi- 
culties within the narratives regarding the precise nature of what 
actually occurred to initiate their faith. All such explanations 
defy historical examination. It is not easy to dismiss the early 
testimony of the change in the disciples, but neither is it clear 
what they intended to say beyond their belief in the aliveness of 
Jesus after death. The many difficulties in the Easter traditions 
leave one without an adequate understanding of what was involved in 
the Easter event, and yet the change in the disciples seems to demand 
some form of explanation. This transformation of the disciples and 
Paul certainly agrees with the Church's belief in the resurrection of 
Jesus from the dead and his subsequent appearances to the disciples. 
The Experience of the Church 
Although the resurrection of Jesus appears to lie beyond the 
reach of historical criticism, the results of it by no means lie 
beyond the realm of human experience. This evidence for the resur- 
rection of Jesus is to be distinguished from the above experiences of 
the apostles in that their experience was from a visible encounter 
with the risen Christ whereas the Church today encounters the risen 
Christ variously through its preaching, its sacraments, and in all 
forms of its ministry and worship. Christ is confessed as alive 
today because he is active in the preaching of the kerygma and comes 
to the believer who submits himself to the call of God in that 
26See Wolfhart Pannenberg, Jesus --God and Man, trans. by Lewis 
L. Wilkins and Duane A. Priebe, London, 1970, pp. 95 -ff. 
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preaching. 
The experience of the Christian with the risen Christ con- 
firms to him the truthfulness of the message which was proclaimed to 
him. This witness of Christ to the believer agrees with and corrob- 
orates the witness of the early Easter confessions. Faith in the 
kerygma, or submission to the call of God which comes through the 
preaching of the kerygma, is rewarded by an encounter with the living 
Christ in one's present experience. 
Along with this, it should be noted that the belief in the 
witness of the Holy Spirit in the life of the Church as an argument 
for the resurrection of Jesus is found frequently in the New Testa- 
ment. In John's gospel, the Holy Spirit was to come only after the 
glorification of Jesus which, according to John, took place in his 
death and resurrection (Jn. 7:39). In John 20:22 --after the resur- 
rection of Jesus --the Holy Spirit is given to the disciples. In 
this sense, then, the presence of the Holy Spirit in the Christian 
community --at least in the disciples --is an argument for the resur- 
rection of Jesus having occurred. In the Acts, it is the Holy Spirit 
who testifies of the resurrection of Jesus to those who obey God 
(5:32). In Peter's speech in Acts 2, the manifestation of the Holy 
Spirit is the result of the exaltation of Jesus in his resurrection 
from the dead (2:29 -33). Perhaps the argument could be stated thus: 
since the pouring out of the Holy Spirit is a result of the resurrec- 
tion- exaltation of Jesus, then it can be argued conversely that since 
the Holy Spirit has been manifested in the life of the Christian 
community, then Jesus has been raised from the dead. The manifesta- 
tion of the Holy Spirit to the early Christian community then was 
evidence to them of the reality of the resurrection of Jesus. This 
is perhaps another way of saying that the work of the risen Christ in 
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the life of the early Church was an argument for the resurrection of 
Jesus, at least to that community of believers. 
This kind of evidence obviously is of little apologetic value 
from a historical perspective since there are no means available to 
a historian for investigating the activity of the Spirit. Theolo- 
gians have for sometime, however, noted that the "Last Days" in which 
the Church is now living were initiated by the resurrection of Jesus 
from the dead; and this fact --the presence of the Last Days --is seen 
in the pouring out of the Spirit (Acts 2:17) in the life of the 
Church.27 
This is obviously not the kind of evidence which can be con- 
firmed or denied on a historical plain, and it is also not the kind 
which allows for easy description or explanation.28 It is clear that 
the experience of Christ is different for every individual and is not 
the kind which can be expressed very clearly through language. The 
experience of the believer is a subjective and emotional experience 
which is described variously by Paul as love, joy, peace, etc. (Gal. 
5:22 -23), or even as the Spirit ". . . bearing witness with our 
spirit that we are the children of God" (Rom. 8:16), and as being 
crucified with Christ and yet living (Gal. 2:20). The Spirit of 
Christ is manifested variously among Christians, and human language 
has long since been shown to be inadequate to captivate or concep- 
27See Barnabas Lindars' very careful discussion of this early 
Christian apologetic in his New Testament Apologetic, London, 1973, 
pp. 51 -9. This thought is also developed somewhat by George Eldon 
Ladd in his A Theology of the New Testament, Grand Rapids, 1974, p. 
344; and Merrill Tenney, 2E. cit., pp. 137 -8. 
28Douglas V. Steere, in a very helpful essay, described the 
difficulty of communicating one's mystical experience with Christ. 
See his "The Mystical Experience," Review and Expositor, 71:323 -44, 
Summer, 1974. 
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tualize precisely the Christian's experience with the risen Christ. 
This experience, though not open to historical inquiry, is nonethe- 
less real and authenticating to the Christian. 
The Christian's experience does not stand alone, however, but 
goes along with the witness of the Church which precedes it and helps 
to clarify to the believer God's activity in Jesus Christ as pro- 
claimed in the kerygma. O'Collins is right in saying that: 
. . . ultimately an assent to the reality of Jesus' resurrec- 
tion combines knowledge of past facts with an interpretation of 
present experience. The information provided about the past 
offers a credible report. Yet in expressing belief in the resur- 
rection--or rather in Jesus as risen from the dead - -we are going 
beyond the evidence.29 
The experience is not a substitute for the factual informa- 
tion concerning what happened in the resurrection of Jesus; but, as 
O'Collins states, ". . . it constitutes the context in which those 
reports can be understood and appropriated. "30 
It is here that one must return again to Bultmann. As much 
as anyone, Bultmann has noted the existential implications, or 
experience, of Easter faith; but he has failed to express adequately 
a concern for the historical roots of Christian faith which confesses 
the aliveness of Jesus after death. Bultmann does confess that God's 
decisive act in Jesus Christ is the basis for and antecedent to the 
existential self- understanding of the believer, but he will not 
explore very far what was involved in God's activity in Christ. He 
dismisses the witness of the earliest Christians to the resurrection 
of Jesus from the dead as being mythical in nature and yet refuses to 
offer any explanation for the early confessions of Christ's appear- 
ances. For him this information is irrelevant. Although the Chris- 
290'Collins, ça. cit., p. 69. 30Ibid. 
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tian encounters the risen Christ in the kerygma, as Bultmann says, 
this does not nullify the factual information which is passed on in 
the kerygma. Christian faith does not and cannot exist apart from 
the word of the disciples who followed Jesus (Jn. 17:20). The word 
of the disciples has a great deal to do with factual and historical 
information (I Cor. 15:3 -5), and yet this is precisely what Bultmann 
denies: 
The real Easter faith is faith in the word of preaching which 
brings illumination. If the event of Easter Day is in any sense 
an historical event additional to the event of the cross, it is 
nothing else than the rise of faith in the risen Lord, since it 
was this faith which led to the apostolic preaching. The resur- 
rection itself is not an event of past history. . . . The his- 
torical problem is not of interest to Christian belief in the 
resurrection.31 
For Paul, however, the reality or unreality of a single event of his- 
tory is crucial to the on -going of faith itself (I Cor. 15:14). 
Genuine Christian faith is not a possibility without the resurrection 
of Jesus from the dead. Bultmann has separated the existential 
results of the preaching of the kerygma for the believer from a gen- 
uine concern for the reality and accuracy of the kerygma about Jesus 
which has been preached. This is not a real option for Christian 
faith. Just as the resurrection of Jesus is not meaningful to the 
Christian without his participation in the results of that event and 
his encounter with the risen Christ, so also the experience which the 
Christian may have is not meaningful unless it is based upon a true 
kerygma. Otherwise the Christian cannot justify to himself that his 
experience was anything more than just a subjective experience. The 
resurrection of Jesus as an event of history gives meaning and sig- 
31Rudolf Bultmann, "New Testament and Mythology," Kerygma 
and Myth, ed. by Hans -Werner Bartsch, trans. by Reginald H. Fuller, 
New York 1961, I, 42. 
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nificance to the encounters which the Christian experiences with the 
risen Lord. This writer agrees completely with Bultmann when he says 
that the genuineness of the kerygma cannot be proven, it can only be 
known to faith;32 but this inability to prove the kerygma histor- 
ically through the historical -critical method does not relieve the 
Christian from his responsibility to affirm the accuracy of that 
kerygma he proclaims. 
It is the inner experience of the believer with the risen 
Christ then which is the decisive evidence for the Christian of the 
truthfulness of the kerygma about the resurrection of Jesus. The 
effects of the resurrection of Christ therefore not only create and 
sustain the Christian's hope (I Cor. 15:17 -20) as well as his Chris- 
tian experience in the world, they also point for the Christian to 
the reality of the resurrection of Jesus from the dead. Faith in 
this sense does not create the event, but confirms its reality to the 
believer. This will be discussed more in the final section of this 
chapter. 
III. THE STRENGTH OF THE EVIDENCE 
Taken separately, each avenue of evidence for the resurrec- 
tion of Jesus is not at all conclusive in the sense of proving that 
event. Even together, the proof is not compelling to the unpreju- 
diced inquirer after the facts. However, the various facts surround- 
ing this alleged event and the conclusions of the early Church 
regarding the appearances of Jesus are in keeping with the early 
Christian proclamation of Jesus' resurrection from the dead. The 
32Rudolf Bultmann, "A Reply to the Theses of J. Schniewind," 
Kerygma and Myth, ed. by Hans -Werner Bartsch, trans. by Reginald H. 
Fuller, New York, 1961, I, 113. 
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generally accepted facts are as follows:33 First, Jesus died. 
Second, his death and the manner of it left the disciples in a state 
of despair and gloom.34 Third, the disciples' defeat and sadness was 
transformed within a short period of time into confidence and cer- 
tainty. They were certain that Jesus was no longer dead and that he 
had manifested himself to them in a way in which they could recognize 
him and hear him.35 Fourth, the tomb of Jesus was found to be 
empty.36 Fifth, the disciples themselves believed that Jesus had 
been raised from the dead. As Ladd points out, even those scholars 
who do not believe in the actual resurrection of Jesus admit that the 
disciples believed it.37 
Ladd poses a sixth fact at this point which is not so much a 
fact as it is a logical inference drawn from a fact. He writes: 
But we must go further to the final and crucial fact. Some- 
thing happened to create in the disciples belief in Jesus' resur- 
rection. It was not the disciples' faith that created the 
stories of the resurrection; it was an event lying behind these 
stories that created their faith.38 
A. M. Ramsey adds to this list the fact that the resurrection of 
Jesus was not expected. He suggests that neither the Scriptures nor 
the words of Jesus had led the disciples to a conviction that he 
would rise again.39 Ramsey does not discredit the Gospels' report 
that Jesus had predicted his resurrection but says that it is clear 
33Ladd, off. cit., pp. 319 -ff. 
34Luke 24:21 indicates this much. 
35See Ladd, op. cit., p. 319. 
36Ás was argued before, this in itself proves nothing, but 
was a generally accepted fact in the early history of the Church by 
both friend and foe alike. 
37Ladd, off. cit., p. 320. 38lbid. 
39Ramsey, ój. cit., p. 39. 
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that those predictions, if true, caused no clear expectation in the 
disciples.40 
The weight of this argument lies in its ability to negate at 
the outset the notion that the disciples' belief in the Resurrection 
or their anticipation of it based upon Jesus' words would have led 
them to postulate the story of the Resurrection. 
What fact lies at the root of this faith? Is it a subjective 
experience similar to a hallucination or another psychological 
experience? This writer contends that all of the above facts are in 
harmony with the earliest Christian's explanation for their existence 
as a community of believers, i.e., that God had raised up Jesus from 
the dead. 
Gunther Bornkamm does not believe that the despair and dis- 
couragement of the disciples following the death of Jesus will allow 
for a subjective explanation of the Resurrection in the inner life of 
the disciples. He concludes that it was the Resurrection appearances 
of the risen Christ -- whatever their nature --that gave rise to the 
disciples' new faith.41 
The evidence for the resurrection of Jesus, as has been 
shown, falls short of demonstration. As it has also been shown, 
there are problems in the harmonizing and deciphering of the Resur- 
rection narratives; but even if such problems did not exist, there 
would still remain the necessity of one's encounter with the risen 
Christ through preaching in order for him to be open to the unique in 
history based upon the testimony of a group of men whose witness does 
40Ibid. 
41Günther Bornkamm, Jesus of Nazareth, trans. by Irene and 
Fraser McLuskey, London, 1969, p. 183. 
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not allow for easy cross examination. It is questionable whether any 
number of eyewitnesses or amount of evidence, however reliable, would 
be sufficient to establish satisfactorily beyond question a resurrec- 
tion from the dead. Adding to this is the commonly held belief that 
the world view of modern man is significantly different from that 
generally accepted in the first century A.D. which allowed for such 
events. It is therefore not surprising that many scholars are unim- 
pressed with the non -critical evidence set forth by a group of disci- 
ples of Jesus in the first century. 
Christian faith plays a strong role at this point. It is not 
just a confession of "well- established facts," but a submission to 
God, who raised up Jesus from the dead, who also comes to man in the 
preaching of the Gospel. God speaks through the kerygma to man 
(I Cor. 15:3 -11), and man responds by obedient submission to him. 
The reality of the message which was proclaimed is testified to by 
the believer's experience of the presence of God in his life. He 
can, by faith, "see" the truthfulness of the message proclaimed to 
him. The witness of the early Church is confirmed to him as well as 
the meaning of their witness through the presence of the risen Christ 
in his life. There is, of course, a divine mystery involved here 
which is not open to verification by the historian's craft, but only 
to faith. This, however, does not take away from the reality of the 
event itself. 
The above discussion is not an attempt to escape from reason, 
nor is it intended to remove Christian faith from the realm of his- 
tory. It is rather a confession that God acts in history in unique 
ways, but the confirmation of this does not come through historical 
inquiry but through the presence of the risen Christ in the life of 
the believer who hears and responds to the call of God. Historical 
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investigation is by no means irrelevant for Christian faith; but 
owing to the limitations of the historical method and of the evidence 
for the Resurrection itself, one cannot discredit the necessity for a 
"theological presupposition" in order to enable the Christian to con- 
fess the risen Christ. That presupposition stems from and is based 
upon the results of God's work in the life of the one who hears and 
obeys the call of God. 
To be sure, Jesus' resurrection is historical like other 
events in the sense that it had eyewitnesses who encountered the 
risen Lord in his appearances and who claim a certain amount of 
observation of his Easter activity, but it is unlike other historical 
events in the sense that it is significantly more than just another 
event of history. It is the act of God which has great importance to 
the man of faith (Rom. 4:25). The historian can examine to some 
extent the New Testament witnesses of the appearances of Jesus and he 
can also admit that "something" happened to change the disciples into 
a bold kerygmatic community, but he has no basis - -as a historian --for 
accepting their testimony as true. Such an act of acceptance would 
reduce him to a "scissors and paste" historian, or rather a believer 
of sources from the past instead of being their critical examiner. 
Unless he too has had that experience which is "history -- plus," he 
has no basis for accepting the Easter reports. He may indeed scruti- 
nize them for their consistency and may also indicate growth within 
the traditions, but Christian faith must dogmatically assert that the 
historian as historian can go no further into the reality behind the 
Easter traditions. 
CHAPTER IX 
SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS 
It has been the purpose of this thesis to offer an alterna- 
tive to Rudolf Bultmann's approach to the resurrection of Jesus which 
would not only speak to the problems which history poses for Chris- 
tian faith, but also offer another approach to the Easter event and a 
reassessment of the Resurrection narratives. 
It is true that the resurrection of Jesus Christ cannot claim 
to be a "historical event" in the technical sense of that term. 
Throckmorton has correctly noted that historical events lend them- 
selves to empirical validation; but the Resurrection does not so lend 
itself.l As a revelation from God, it can never be proved or demon- 
strated to be an event of history except to the eye of faith. It 
does not therefore follow, however, that the resurrection of Jesus 
did not occur. How one solves this question depends in part upon 
one's understanding of history and his loyalty to the presuppositions 
behind that understanding.2 It also depends largely upon one's 
understanding of the "act of God," i.e., does God initiate events in 
history such as the resurrection from the dead? 
Rudolf Bultmann, as has been shown, has a keen sense of 
loyalty to a view of history which eliminates the unique or super- 
1Burton H. Throckmorton, The New Testament and Mythology, 
London, 1960, p. 203. 
2Braaten points out that there are three topics in theology 
which place the greatest stress on the historical method and provide 
the sharpest stimuli to the current hermeneutical debate on history. 
They are: (1) the historical Jesus, (2) the historicity of the 
resurrection of Jesus, and (3) the relevance of Old Testament his- 
tory. Cf. Carl E. Braaten, History and Hermeneutics, Philadelphia, 
1966, p. 52. 
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natural type events. He believes that God's activity does not 
involve an interruption of the cause and effect sequence of histor- 
ical events, but that He acts in a hidden way meeting the man of 
faith through existential encounters in his daily historical circum- 
stance. God does not interrupt the natural sequence of events, but 
within them He comes to man and meets him in the everyday circum- 
stances of life.3 
The reasons why Bultmann has neglected the Easter event are 
clear: He has rejected the resurrection of Jesus as an event of his- 
tory, first of all, because it violates his understanding of history, 
i.e., it claims to be a unique historical event which defies the 
closed continuum of events and involves a nature miracle. Secondly, 
he rejects it because it violates his understanding of an act of God 
since it speaks of God's activity directly in the past (in Historie) 
rather than in man's present personal existence. Thirdly, the resur- 
rection of Jesus is rejected because it violates the notion of 
radical faith since it places faith on an objective level which 
reduces faith to sight. Finally, Bultmann has rejected the resurrec- 
tion of Jesus as an event of history because it seeks to answer the 
paradox of the relation of the historical Jesus to the early Chris- 
tian kerygma by supplying the "what" and "how" of the continuity 
between them. He is only interested in the "thatness" of this con- 
tinuity. That continuity for Bultmann must remain a paradox.4 
3Bultmann admits that this statement is true in part in his 
response to Bornkamm's discussion of this theology. Cf. Rudolf Bult- 
mann, "Reply," The Theology of Rudolf Bultmann, ed. by Charles W. 
Kegley, London, 1966, p. 257. 
4He does not deny that the continuity exists, but he refuses 
to go behind the that of it to the what or how of it. Rudolf Bult- 
mann, "Das Verhältnis der urchristlichen Christusbotschaft zum his- 
torischen Jesus," Sitzungsberichte der Heidelberger Akademie der 
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It seems quite clear, as John Macquarrie indicates, that 
Bultmann has eliminated the Resurrection as an event of history on 
the basis of his historical presuppositions prior to an investigation 
of the reports surrounding the case.5 He has, however, chosen not to 
disregard the existential implications of Easter faith, even though 
he dismisses the nature miracle involved. He has called the resur- 
rection of Jesus simply an interpretation of the "significance" of 
the cross and is not interested in how Easter faith arose. The 
extent to which this understanding of the Resurrection has been sup- 
ported by the New Testament, however, is not convincing, but leaves 
serious difficulties in understanding the New Testament kerygma. The 
major part of the thesis has involved an analysis of the Easter tra- 
ditions for the purpose of understanding better the Easter proclama- 
tion of the early Church. 
It has been argued that the notion of history which does the 
best justice to the New Testament is that which views the resurrec- 
tion of Jesus as a historical -theological event in the sense that it 
is understood and appropriated as the act of God not through a neu- 
tral examination of the past, but through submission and obedience to 
God. This approach will be summarized presently. 
The primary focus in this thesis has not been upon the ques- 
tion of history, however, so much as it has been upon the Easter tra- 
ditions themselves. Bultmann's assertion that the origins of Easter 
Wissenschaften, Heidelberg, 1960, pp. 8 -9. He will admit with James 
M. Robinson, however, that the what and how of the continuity of the 
work of Jesus with the kerygma have to do with the fact that both 
have a view toward leading one to a decision regarding a new possi- 
bility of existence. Ibid., p. 22. 
5John Macquarrie, Twentieth -Century Religious Thought, Lon- 
don, 1971, pp. 362 -4. 
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faith have been obscured within these traditions by legend6 is hardly 
fair to the Easter narratives. He rightly sees a number of discrep- 
ancies within the narratives (supposed or otherwise), but the basic 
message is the same in all of the Easter traditions. Even though 
there are a number of developments and discrepancies within the 
Resurrection narratives and even though the only existing sources 
were written admittedly at least thirty years after the Easter 
event, there are a number of basic agreements in the traditions 
which together proclaim one essential message, i.e., that Jesus of 
Nazareth who was crucified has been raised from the dead. 
Although there is a great deal of confusion regarding some of 
the aspects of the New Testament reports, e.g., the location of the 
appearances, etc., the kerygmatic assertions of Jesus' aliveness 
after death are in harmony with all of the Easter traditions. The 
question naturally arises, what is to be made of these phenomenal 
reports? Did the resurrection of Jesus actually occur as the New 
Testament says it did? 
It has been argued that the answer to the above question must 
begin with a presupposition, the basis of which is one's own reli- 
gious experience. That presupposition has to do first of all with 
one's view of history. Is history open to such events? If the 
answer is no, then one must explain these reports in a way which is 
in harmony with his view of history as Bultmann has done. This is 
the reason why all such discussions of the resurrection of Jesus must 
begin with an examination of history and why Christian faith must 
define itself in relation to the problems which history poses for 
6Rudolf Bultmann, Theology of the New Testament, trans. by 
Kendrick Grobel, London, 1970 -1, I, 46. 
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Christian faith. 
It has been shown that the modern understanding of history 
rules out in advance by assumption the occurrence of unique events in 
history such as the resurrection of Jesus. This understanding of 
history operates primarily on the assumption of a closed causal 
nexus, and consequently all events are of the same order and have a 
"natural" explanation. The historian explains events based upon 
analogy and his own experience; and since a unique event is without 
analogy and also is not part of his experience, he must rule it out 
as an event of "history." In methodology at least he must say that 
the "bolt from the blue" does not occur. 
This view of history is, of course, out of harmony with that 
of the Bible which speaks of a God who acts in history in super- 
natural ways in time and space events. It has therefore been sug- 
gested that the appropriation of such events, if they occurred, must 
be on the basis of other than strictly historical argumentation. 
Such appropriation and understanding is based upon religious presup- 
position and must be spoken of theologically, for indeed it was God 
who raised up Jesus from the dead. The Christian must speak of a 
"theological appropriation" in this sense for he is speaking directly 
about the activity of God which, as Bultmann agrees, cannot be 
directly equated with the natural sequence of cause and effect 
events. Otherwise one would revert to a pantheistic understanding of 
God.7 Without the uniqueness of God's activity in Christ there is no 
basis for believing in Christ.8 
7Rudolf Bultmann, Faith and Understanding, ed. by Robert W. 
Funk, trans. by Louise Pettibone Smith, London, 1966, pp. 32 -ff. 
8Bultmann also agrees at this point. 
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This "theological approach" to the activity of God should not 
however be equated with something less than history, for indeed it is 
"history -- plus" since it describes that area of reality which is 
beyond the historian's field of inquiry and deals with the activity 
of God in history. Although the historian is in no way capable of 
verifying the event of the Resurrection, because the story is 
narrated in a historical setting, he can scrutinize the reports and 
check the accuracy of many of the facts surrounding the event itself, 
e.., the empty -tomb story, consistency among the narratives, etc. 
This is not to say, however, that the fact on which Easter faith is 
based can be discovered by him.9 
The historian may agree with the Christian that "something" 
happened at the first Easter which changed the disciples from a group 
of discouraged and defeated men into men of courage who began to pro- 
claim boldly that the one who had been crucified had been raised from 
the dead. What led them to their willingness to lay down their lives 
in order to proclaim that message? Both Christian and historian 
alike will agree that something happened to bring this about, but the 
historian must admit that he cannot say finally what it was since the 
answer lies beyond his field of inquiry. He can only say what the 
New Testament sources believe happened. Christian faith, however, 
cannot be so non -committal about this "something" which happened in 
history. The Christian can speak of God's unique activity in Christ 
as the basis for the change in the disciples and the explanation for 
9This writer takes exception to Karl Barth at this point 
because Barth appears to be unwilling to allow the historian to 
examine in any way the New Testament testimony to the resurrection of 
Jesus. Cf. Karl Barth, Church. Dogmatics, Volume III of The Doctrine 
of Creation, ed. by G. W. Bromiley and T. F. Torrance, Edinburgh, 
1968, II, 446 -7. 
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the New Testament kerygma. 
The logical question now is, on what basis can a Christian 
make such a big presupposition about history? Why should the Chris- 
tian be open to the miraculous or unique activity of God in history? 
The answer set forth in the preceding pages is that of religious 
experience. It is only because the Christian has heard the call of 
God in the Christian proclamation and submitted himself to it that he 
can agree with the kerygma of the early Church that God is alive and 
has acted in raising Jesus from the dead. The Christian's encounter 
with the risen Christ enables him to agree with assurance with the 
early Christian proclamation. His encounter with the risen Christ 
corroborates the message he has heard and leads him to a new under- 
standing of history, i.e., that it is open to the unique. The 
kerygma "makes sense" to him because he has received the benefits, 
i.e., the gift of the Spirit, inherent in the Gospel which testify to 
him that there is a God and that he does act in history (Rom. 8:14 - 
ff.). 
The problem with all such religious experience is, of course, 
that it cannot be subjected to any critical verification methods and 
that it cannot be "proven" scientifically or historically to be any- 
thing more than a subjective feeling. This is true, however, only if 
religious experience is examined by non -religious methods which at 
the outset deny by assumption that religious experience is a result 
of a divine -human encounter. 
The Christian, on the other hand, may argue quite strongly 
that his faith cannot be reduced to subjective or psychologically 
induced experiences because it is the result of God at work in his 
life. It is objective in the sense that his Christian faith is based 
upon a unique act of God in history and is corroborated by the evi- 
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dence of his religious experience which comes from an act of sub- 
mission and obedience to the call of God in the proclamation of the 
Gospel. The neutral observer can only be invited to "taste and see 
that the Lord is gracious." 
The Christian's experience does not prove to a neutral 
observer the reality of the kerygma which he proclaims though it 
serves as a correlate to the Christian for understanding the testi- 
mony which he has received in the preaching of the Gospel. The 
analogy of experience --if that is a correct designation --then is to 
be found in the rest of the Church's testimony to the work of God in 
their midst through the preaching of the Gospel. 
This writer has tried to show in this thesis that Bultmann's 
understanding of history is too restrictive and inappropriate for an 
understanding of the activity of God. This restrictiveness has led 
Bultmann to a misunderstanding of Christian origins and the Easter 
message. In the alternate approach to the resurrection of Jesus, 
this writer has sought to point out the inability of the historian to 
examine redemptive history - -a point which Bultmann is readily willing 
to make. This concession, however, has not led to a re- evaluation of 
the biblical understanding of history or the Church's kerygma, as 
Bultmann has done, but to another appraisal of the historian's craft 
and the field of his inquiry. 
Once this appraisal of the modern method of historical 
explanation has been made, however, one has not thereby solved the 
problems of Easter. The question of what precisely happened in the 
resurrection of Jesus must still be worked out. A careful examina- 
tion of the Easter traditions themselves is still necessary since 
there are numerous discrepancies in the Resurrection narratives 
(apparent or otherwise) which must be scrutinized carefully in order 
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to understand the meaning of the Church's Easter confession. It has 
been shown, however, that even though some problems in the Resurrec- 
tion narratives remain unsolved, the basic message in each is quite 
clear: Jesus of Nazareth, who was crucified, has been raised from 
the dead, and by this deed is seen to be the exalted Lord and Christ. 
Also, the early Christians were in common agreement that this act had 
significant implications for Christian faith and made possible not 
only a new self- understanding (Rom. 6:5 -11), but also a new hope for 
victory over man's greatest enemy, death (Rom. 8:11, 17, 22 -25). 
The Resurrection therefore has to do not only with the pre- 
sent, as Bultmann believes, but also with the past- -i.e., God has 
raised up Jesus from the dead, and with the future- -i.e., "He who 
raised up Christ Jesus will also quicken your mortal bodies" (Rom. 
8:11). This interpretation of Easter does justice to the biblical 
understanding of history as well as to the Church's confession of 
the risen Christ. 
APPENDIX' 
The belief was widespread among the Jews that at the time of 
death angels were present to help the departing spirit. This belief 
is respresented in the New Testament in Luke xvi. 22: "And it came 
to pass that the beggar died, and that he was carried away by the 
angels into Abraham's bosom." It is also found in the late Jewish 
theology, e.g_. in the Targum on Cant. iv. 12 (Schöttgen, Horae Hebr., 
i. 301) it is said: "Only the Just can enter Paradise, and their 
souls are brought there by the angels." So also we are told in the 
Cabb. denud. of von Rosenroth, Idra Rabba, §§ 1137 f.: ". . . Rabbi 
Jose and R. Chiskija and R. Jesa died, and their companions saw that 
the holy angels carried them away"; and according to Schöttgen, 
Horae, ii, 657, R. Isaac said, "When a soul is worthy to be brought 
through the gates of the heavenly Jerusalem, Michael the great prince 
accompanies it and commends it to peace with the ministering angels." 
In the same way, in the Apocalyptic Book of Adam, Michael, Gabriel, 
Uriel, and Raphael take the body of Adam. (The Book of Adam is no 
longer extant, but it is imbedded in the Apocalypse of Moses, ed. 
Tischendorf; cf. also the Vita Adae et Evae in the Abhandlungen of 
the Royal Bavarian Academy of Munich, philological and historical 
division, new series, for the year 1878, and the Denkschriften of the 
Vienna Academny, philosophical and historical division, for 1893. 
The date of this book is naturally uncertain; it seems probable that 
it is earlier than the Epistle of Barnabas, cf. Apocrypha Anecdota, 
Texts and Studies, ii. 3, p. 145; but the strongly Messianic doctrine 
which it contains may be Christian: this, however, is immaterial for 
the present purpose, as the imagery is surely taken from Jewish 
sources.) Again, just as the Book of Adam bears witness to a ten- 
dency to put four archangels in the place of Michael, the Tractate 
Ketuboth, 104a, in the Talmud shows a still further multiplication: 
"R. Eleazar said, In the hour when a just man leaves the world three 
troops of ministering angels meet him." 
These quotations, for which I am indebted to W. Lueken's 
Michael (see esp. pp. 43 -52), might probably easily be added to; but 
they are sufficient to show that there is no doubt but that the ideas 
of death, resurrection, and angels are closely connected with each 
other, and that therefore it was quite natural in the time of Christ 
for Jews to think that the young man whom the women saw by the tomb 
was an angel, later on to develop a tradition which spoke of two 
angels, and still later to identify these two angels as Michael and 
Gabriel, as was done in the Ascension of Isaiah. One might even have 
guessed that in some circles the angels would be indefinitely multi- 
plied. This seems actually to have been the case, though the evi- 
dence is found only in the conflate form, for in the old African text 
(k) of Mc. xiv. 4, there is the curious interpolation, subito autem 
ad horam tertiam tenebrae diei factae sunt per totum orbem terrae et 
descenderunt de caelis angeli et surgent ?es) in claritate vivi dei 
simul ascenderunt cum eo et continuo lux facta est. 
It should be added that the Rabbinical books quoted are of 
course much later than the Christian era, but it is probable that the 
'Kirsopp Lake, The Historical Evidence for the Resurrection 
of Jesus Christ, London, 1907, pp. 280 -2. 
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Jewish theology did not change so much as to render them useless for 
the present purpose, and in any case the evidence of Luke and the 
book of Adam is quite early. 
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